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Our world is entering an era of global upheaval and transformation. The international 
community must work together to face megatrends such as the climate change, 
technological transformations, and demographic shifts. The global economy grows 
rapidly; many countries are transforming into middle-income economies and already face 
challenges arising from the population growth and urbanisation, evident particularly in 
Africa that remains as the fastest growing continent with a population of 1.2 billion people 
(The World Bank Data 2019a). To respond to these changes and to successfully achieve 
sustainable and equal development in the realm of Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs), the world must find consistent long-term solutions that secure a healthy 
environment and prosperous livelihoods for generations to come in every part of the 
world. The role of science, research and technology in the development progress often 
appears indisputable (e.g. Lundvall & Borrás 2005), however we must consider whether 
it is necessary to go beyond technical solutions and utilise tools that transform the entire 
system towards a more sustainable and equal society.  
The concept of development is an evolutionary process affected by global discourses 
(Willis & Kumar 2009). Traditionally, the world has been divided to developed and 
developing countries based on their advancements, and the prosperous countries have 
then assisted the less-fortunate regions with development aid. However, the line between 
developed and developing has increasingly blurred over the past decade due to the rapid 
growth of the countries previously deemed as ‘poor’ (Quadir 2013; Mawdsley et al. 
2014). Also new actors, most importantly the private sector, have emerged as 
development actors and further ruptured the development cooperation landscape. The 
dualistic developed-developing world view has unquestionably become outdated, and the 
emerging economies have implemented new solutions to achieve growth, sustainability 
and well-being. In the contemporary development paradigm, the development objectives 
have shifted from poverty alleviation and humanitarian aid towards more multifaceted 
goals such as enhancing the economic growth and productivity of the development 
cooperation partners (Gore 2013; Quadir 2013). 
All countries, no matter how advanced, have benefitted from transitioning towards the 
knowledge economy which prioritizes human capital i.e. learning, knowledge and 
education (Powell & Snellman 2004). The knowledge economy is the latest phase of 
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global economic development, often interrelated to the development of information 
technology and industrialization landscape (Lundvall 2016: 108–109). One of the most 
essential outcomes of knowledge creation is innovation that is generally defined as 
something new: an improved or entirely new idea, a product or a process. Considering 
how science, technology and innovation contribute to prosperity and growth, 
development cooperation actors have increasingly included innovation-focused policies 
in their strategies (e.g. Hooli & Jauhiainen 2017). However, the tools and means to utilise 
innovation often differ greatly between the regions of the world, and the innovation 
policies are not universally applicable (Oyelaran-Oyeyinka & Barclay 2003; Kraemer-
Mbula & Wamae 2010; Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Thus, the development cooperation 
actors must carefully consider these aspects in their development cooperation strategies; 
in this study, I will scrutinise how the development cooperation partners have adapted 
such policies in the context of Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). 
The country-specific capacities have been further studied in the field of economic 
geography to understand the processes, systems and outcomes of innovation (e.g. 
Lundvall 1992). For example, the high-income economies can utilise their vast 
knowledge base, more feasible mobility of labour and capital as well as efficient 
infrastructure and favourable political environment in the innovation creation process 
(Crescenzi et al. 2007). On the contrary, the countries in SSA often lack these 
characteristics and the innovation capacity has remained rather small (Oyelaran-
Oyeyinka & Barclay 2003). For example, SSA has large informal and agricultural sectors 
that incorporate most of the region’s knowledge and innovation capacity (Kim et al. 2009: 
2–5; Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010). These sectors are seldom acknowledged for the 
most dominant approach to innovation is the Science, Technology and Innovation mode 
that emphasises science and technological solutions. However, innovation in the context 
of SSA has entirely different grounds and involves approaches such as Doing, Using and 
Interacting when learning new skills or creating new knowledge and innovations (Hooli 
et al. (2019), local and grassroot innovation that involves the local communities 
(Gorjestani 2004), agricultural and biobased innovation (Kim et al. 2009) or ICT-sector 
based clusters of innovation (Oyelaran-Oyeyinka & McCormick 2007) to name a few. If 
the innovation-focused policies are not adequately modified to meet the needs of the 
country, the unsustainable innovation trajectories might cause more harm than good 
(Cozzens & Kaplinsky 2009; Soete 2013). 
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How could we avoid the unfavourable paths of innovation but still utilise the possibilities 
that innovation-focused development brings about? As commonly acknowledged, 
innovation is indeed essential in the creation of new products, ideas or processes. 
However, some scholars also theorise that innovation could be the much-needed solution 
when aiming for transforming societal systems to more equal and sustainable ones 
(Weber & Rohracher 2012; Schlaile et al. 2017, Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Innovation-
focused activity could ultimately leverage the reconstruction of the socio-economic 
systems in our society, if the policies are properly directed towards systemic change and 
transformation. The transformative innovation paradigm presents a new framework that 
considers the possibilities of innovation-focused activity and couples it with sustainable 
and inclusive development (Diercks et al. 2019). Considering the crucial need for 
sustainable transformation particularly in fast-growing regions such as Africa, the 
transformative innovation approach could be extremely valuable. 
In this study, I first research the role of innovation in the contemporary development 
landscape to understand why it has been increasingly included in the development 
cooperation policies. I examine how innovation is incorporated in the development 
cooperation policies of Finland and Sweden, and what are the main objectives of such 
activity. I then structuralise the mechanisms and outcomes of innovation particularly in 
the context of development by putting the research topic in the context of the SSA 
development cooperation partner countries. To conclude, I follow the research of Diercks 
et al. (2019) and explore the possibilities of the transformative innovation approach by 
applying my research data in the transformative innovation framework to study whether 
it could be applied in the development cooperation landscape in the future. 
To achieve these objectives, I have chosen Finland and Sweden as a case study subjects 
for they both have history with innovation-focused development cooperation. Since the 
development cooperation incentives and programs are taking place in the partner 
countries, I focus on empirical examples concerning innovation in the development 
landscape of Sub-Saharan Africa: Southern Africa Innovation Support (SAIS) and 
BioInnovate Africa which are supported by Finland and Sweden, respectively. I policy 
and program papers relevant to the research topic to understand the role of innovation 
within the policies and programs, and further complement the research data with expert 
interviews to compose a comprehensive and up-do-date outlook about the innovation-
focused development activities of Finland and Sweden. 
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My research questions are: 
Innovation-focused development policies of Finland and Sweden 
1A. What is the role of innovation in the contemporary development cooperation landscape? 
1B. How is innovation included in the development cooperation policies of Finland and Sweden? 
Innovation in the development programs supported by Finland and Sweden 
2A. How is innovation incorporated in the development programs supported by Finland and Sweden? 
2B. How do these programs meet the objectives of innovation-focused development cooperation strategies? 
Innovation as a tool for development 
3A. How innovation-focused development cooperation policies and programs of Finland and Sweden correspond to the transformative innovation framework? 
3B. What are the prospects of innovation-focused development cooperation? 
With this study, I aim to contribute to the novel research of innovation-focused 
development cooperation. Range of scholars study the synergy between innovation and 
development, yet innovation as a development cooperation tool has been researched only 
little. Further research is crucially needed to understand the new means and methods of 
development cooperation, particularly the role and possibilities of innovation within it. 
This study is structured as follows. In the sections two and three, The Dynamics of 
Development and Innovation for Development, I cover the theoretical framework that 
includes relevant research regarding development, innovation and innovation-focused 
development policy. I then continue to Research Data and Methods where I introduce my 
research data consisting of twelve policy and strategy papers and five expert interviews 
that I analysed with the qualitative content analysis method. The section five, Case Study 
Introduction, covers the subjects of this study i.e. the development cooperation strategies 
of Finland and Sweden as well as introduces the SAIS and BioInnovate development 
programs. In the Results section, I comprehensively examine the results of this study, and 
finally the study concludes with section seven, Discussion, where I contemplate the 
results together with the theoretical framework. 
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2. The Dynamics of Development 
2.1. Defining development 
The concept of development appears in various fields of study, such as education, 
psychology, economics or politics (Potter et al: 2018: 4). In geography, scholars generally 
recognise development as an economic, social or political progress, or more specifically 
refer to development as a tool to achieve such progress. In this study I assume this 
viewpoint introduced by Willis & Kumar (2009) that development relates to those efforts 
that impact the well-being of regions or countries, including the people, environment and 
structures within them, and focus on the developmental processes, tools and strategies 
needed to bring about these changes. Over the past decades, global political and economic 
discourse has influenced the development paradigm, and thus the idea of development 
has endured several shifts and re-evaluations. 
The juxtaposition between developed and developing countries became obvious in 1949 
when American President Truman declared some parts of the world, Asia, Africa and 
Latin America, as ‘less developed’ (Potter et al. 2018: 4). During the past decades, the 
definition has become somewhat outdated and in 2016 The World Bank classified 
countries in four development categories based on their Gross National Income (GNI): 
low income, lower middle-income, upper middle-income and high-income countries (The 
World Bank Data 2019b). The bottom of the pyramid is known as ‘least developed 
countries’ (LDCs) which all have the lowest Human Development Index (HDI) ratings in 
the world, majority of them in Sub-Saharan Africa. Despite of the new classification, the 
dualistic developing vs. developed narrative has persisted in the development paradigm 
and development appears as an approach to address the differences of the developed and 
developing countries, assuming the latter require assistance for example by means of aid 
(Potter et al. 2018: 8–9). Thus, the traditional, prerogative interpretation of development 
was first established in ‘the West’ i.e. North America, (Western) Europe, Australia, New 
Zealand and Japan. These countries viewed their economic, social and technological 
achievements as an ideal progression of development, and therefore set themselves as an 
example for the developing countries. 
In this study, I apply the viewpoint of a development studies researcher to adequately 
understand the complex concept of development. However, as a geographer I will 
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maintain my connection to geographical concepts such as time, place and scale and 
connect them to the contemporary development framework, which is a multidisciplinary 
field of study (Madrueño & Tezanos 2018). In this section, I follow the development 
studies terminology and use terms (Global) North and (Global) South of the regions 
previously remarked as developed and developing, respectively. The terms are rather 
ideological than geographical, for the Global North-South terminology emerges from the 
multidimensional research of development where the scholars critically study the 
exploitative processes and hierarchies of colonialism and post-colonialism affecting the 
North-South interactions (Mawdsley 2017). I further note my role and privileges as a 
researcher from the Global North, and thus aim to be particularly sensitive and ethical 
about the topics regarding the Global South. Moreover, although the concept of 
development often associates with the circumstances and experiences of the Global 
South, development as a process occurs globally in different regions and scales and is by 
no means limited to the South (Potter et al. 2018: 9). Countries, regions, peoples and 
individuals in the Global North also face problems such as inequality, poverty and 
deprivation, or the consequences of the climate change and global environmental 
problems. Approaching the concept of development comprehensively through a wider 
perspective is not only necessary, but also essential.  
2.2. From aid to cooperation 
The concept of development has been inevitably linked to Western beliefs for it has its 
roots in the history of Enlightment era and colonialism (Potter et al. 2018: 9). Moreover, 
the implementation of development aid programs has long followed the global political 
regimes which have often been led by Western powers (Murray & Overton 2016). For 
example, in the Cold War era development manifested majorly in political programs such 
as the Marshall Plan, when President Truman offered the help of The US to ‘the less 
fortunate’ nations (Moyo 2009: 9–11; Willis & Kumar 2009). This era also produced the 
theory of development as modernisation i.e. development was thought as a path for the 
less-advanced countries to reach western-like, modern civilizations. The Global South 
countries followed and adopted Western-influenced patterns of industrialization, 
urbanization and economic policies to achieve growth. The assumption was that the 
benefits of economic growth would further improve the living standards and benefit the 
entire population with the ‘trickle-down effect’. 
7  
Later in the 1970s the theory of development grew more multi-dimensional, beyond the 
common economic growth approach (Potter et al. 2018: 10). The focus was on reducing 
poverty, and foreign aid given to Global South countries by Global North donors shifted 
towards social services, nutrition and education (Moyo 2009: 14). Many scholars adopted 
a structuralist approach to development and theorised that the societal, political and 
economic structures of the Global South were preventing the countries from achieving 
growth (Willis & Kumar 2009). On the contrary, some assumed a Marxist viewpoint and 
argued that capitalism and colonialism were the major inequality drivers which the Global 
North utilized to accumulate its wealth by exploiting the South, hence the ‘dependency 
theory’. In 1980s, the global conditions were heavily affected by the economic crises, 
namely the Oil crisis turned into a debt crisis; events that reshaped the global financial 
structures. Neoliberalism was the dominant approach to development and the emphasis 
was on the private sector, which led to the decline of bilateral and multilateral 
development aid programmes (Murray & Overton 2016).  Neoliberalism emphasizes the 
importance of free market and therefore minimizes the role of the state, creating a 
framework for policies such as the structural adjustment programs (SAP) designed to 
support the Global South countries suffering from economic distress. These programs 
included strict obligations regarding loan payment conditions, fiscal policies and trade 
procedures, which led to stagnation and unemployment in the Global South, hence why 
the 1980s is known as ‘the lost decade of development’ (Potter et al. 2018:  23). 
Criticising how the Western top-down development programs turned out insensitive to 
local communities and cultures, some scholars began to critically address the issues of 
global development hegemony, particularly in the 1990s (e.g. Escobar 1995; Rahnema 
1997). The post-development school often considers the role of the state and Western up-
to-down structures extremely harmful and thus emphasizes the importance of grassroot 
movements and empowering the people (Potter et al. 2018: 28). Post-development 
paradigm relates to the post-colonialist theory, which emphasises the empowerment of 
the Global South by freeing the countries from their colonial-era constraints (Willis & 
Kumar 2009). The post-development and post-colonialist scholars have been criticized 
for their exceedingly radical arguments with only little practicality, but their views share 
similarities to the ‘alternative approaches’ to development that stress the significance of 
local participation and empowerment of marginalized people.  
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The launch of Millennium Development Goals in early 2000s appears as a juncture when 
international development actors accepted poverty alleviation as the main objective of the 
development framework (Murray & Overton 2016). Development aid budgets 
expenditures increased on health, education and sanitation, and aid was also given to 
improve governance and society of the Global South countries. As Mawdsley et al. (2014) 
argues, the MDGs were part of a new aid paradigm: instead of remaining as the 
‘dependent’ party, the new development aid landscape allowed recipient countries to take 
more responsibility of their development and led to global commitment to achieve 
concrete results. The effectiveness of development aid was re-evaluated due to the poor 
results in the progress of poorest regions, especially Sub-Saharan Africa (e.g. Moyo 2009) 
The relationship between donor and recipient countries was critically examined: in 
traditional development framework, donor countries tended to utilise top-down agendas 
and projects which were often hard to adopt by the recipient countries for they hold 
different societal structures. Moreover, aid and its efficiency proved to be hard to monitor 
and many donor countries failed to do so. The international community further debated 
on the topic in Paris 2005 and established the so-called aid effectiveness agenda, where 
development assistance was given more tangible rules and goals than before (Grimm et 
al. 2009; Mawdsley et al. 2014). The development agendas shifted from aid towards 
cooperation between the actors, fracturing the traditional roles of aid donor and recipient. 
The United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) substituted the MDGs in 
2015 and set an example for all the countries, both Global North and South alike, that 
worldwide implementation sustainable development is crucially needed to face the 
problems of climate change, inequality and poverty (United Nations General Assembly 
2015). Environmental consciousness has been a part of the international discourse since 
the 1970s when research about the limited carrying capacity of our planet received 
attention, and the relationship between the human society and the environment has since 
been rightfully regarded as inseparable. Thus, urgent implementation of the sustainable 
framework remains necessary: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
published its special report on global warming in October 2018 which states that reducing 
global warming to 1.5°C by 2050 remains obligatory if the world aims to avoid the most 
severe impacts of climate change i.e. risks to human well-being, death of ecosystems, 
changes in agricultural productivity, decline of Arctic ice sheet and the rising of sea level 
(IPCC Summary for Policymakers 2018). Scientific and technological transformations 
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are widely seen as key solutions to achieve sustainability (Gupta & Vegelin 2016). 
Without questioning the accomplishments of science and technology-based solutions, we 
must ponder whether these instruments are enough to make a difference, when the system 
itself is still based on extracting natural resources and exploitation.  
While compelling, the prestige of SDGs is but one phenomenon worth considering in the 
modern 21st century development landscape. New actors such China, India, Saudi Arabia 
and South Africa have emerged or re-emerged in the field of development cooperation 
and established development agendas of their own, partnerships commonly known as 
‘South – South cooperation’ (SSC) (Gore 2013; Quadir 2013; Mawdsley et al. 2014). SSC 
has ruptured the development cooperation landscape which has traditionally been 
dominated by the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) 
countries through multi- and bilateral institutions, such as the Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC). Opposed to the vertical North-South axis, the SSC framework 
operates rather horizontally, is often unbiased towards domestic affairs, and targets 
mutual benefit (de Renzio & Seifert 2014). Many scholars argue that especially after the 
2011 Busan High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, the international development 
cooperation trajectory took a drastic turn towards development effectiveness scheme, i.e. 
re-endorsing the agendas of economic growth and increasing productivity, drawing from 
the neoliberal policies of the 1980s – 1990s (Gore 2013; Quadir 2013; de Renzio & Seifert 
2014; Mawdsley et al. 2014; Murray & Overton 2016). Development effectiveness is now 
interpreted more multifacetedly than earlier, and the new cooperation narrative includes 
multiple actors and approaches, leaving room for non-state actors such as the private 
sector or non-governmental organisations (NGOs). Mawdsley et al. (2014) argues that 
the Post-Busan 2011 paradigm shift stirs from the Global North’s response to the rising 
powers of the Global South and SSC. Moreover, the Western development thinking was 
heavily affected by the 2007–2008 financial crisis and the political discourse that 
followed. Consequently, the role of private sector has gained more foothold in the 
development landscape, and the research done on the role of the markets in the new 
development cooperation landscape has increased significantly (Banks & Hulme 2014). 
2.3. The new architecture of development cooperation 
Development actors are often placed into a three-dimensional network of state, market 
and civil society, but several new actors have emerged in the changing development 
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landscape (Banks & Hulme 2014). Generally, there are five main types of actors 
supplying development aid in the form of financial assistance and knowledge: DAC 
countries, non-DAC donors working through development cooperation, global finance, 
private sector and NGOs. Zimmermann & Smith (2011) further classify the non-DAC 
donors into three categories: Eastern/Central Europe countries inaugurating development 
policies that follow the DAC guidelines; South-South development cooperation partners 
such as China, India or Brazil that do not consider themselves as ‘donors’; or Arab donor 
countries e.g. Kuwait or Saudi Arabia who regard themselves as donors but do not align 
with established the DAC standards.  In the global finance sector, Multilateral 
Development Banks (MDB) and other International Financial Institutions (IFI) such as 
The World Bank or the world’s largest IFI European Investment Bank have arisen to 
provide development assistance and funding (United Nations 2018a: 87).  
DAC countries established the term Official Development Aid (ODA) to describe loans, 
grants and other financial flows that meet the requirements of DAC and OECD (Gore 
2013). Traditionally, ODA has been almost synonymous to development cooperation, 
because DAC defines the terms for official development assistance and provides the 
largest portion of development aid resources. Funded by the 30 official DAC countries, 
ODA gradually grew 30% between 2006 and 2016 before stagnating slightly in 2017 at 
161 billion US Dollars (OECD 2018: 267). In 2017, Sub-Saharan Africa remained as the 
largest recipient region receiving 22,4% of all bilateral ODA, followed with South and 
Central Asia, and Middle East and North Africa both receiving 11,7% (Figure 1). The 
share of ODA in the DAC countries’ gross national income decreased slightly between 
2015 and 2016, but on the contrary the amount of humanitarian aid from the DAC doubled 
due to the global refugee crises. The 2018 Development Co-operation Report estimates 
that development assistance flows from other donors continues to increase and for 
example, South-South cooperation flows reached approximately 7.6 billion US Dollars 
in 2016. Yet ODA remains as the largest source of development aid internationally, even 
though the changes and emerging actors in the new development landscape increasingly 
ruptures this traditional structure.  
As Gore (2013) points out, ODA as an external financing source has declined in the 
Global South countries, whereas the significance of foreign direct investment (FDI) flows 
and remittances have escalated. For example, the concept of ‘blended finance’ responds 
to the complex development financing landscape. Established in the Addis Ababa Action 
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Agenda 2015, the blended finance framework combines public finance with private 
investment to enhance the private sector markets and resources, and to support the 
achievement of SDGs, which would be challenging to reach with public financing like 
ODA alone (United Nations 2018a: 102–103). The 2018 UN Financing for Development 
report argues that blended financing improves the effectiveness of assistance, even though 
it calls for other actions as well. According to the report, donor countries should aim to 
provide untied development aid i.e. aid that has no condition on the recipient procuring 
goods and services from the donor. 19 percent of ODA was tied in 2016 (United Nations 
2018a: 106). However, as Quadir (2013) notes, the increase in the effectiveness of 
assistance also requires focus on the constructive needs and social change dynamics of 
the recipient countries to bring about worthwhile changes in Global South countries.  
Due to the changing architecture of development cooperation, along with the critique 
towards the infectiveness of traditional aid in the past, a transition towards ‘beyond-aid’ 
agenda has emerged in the 2010s (Gore 2013; Janus et al. 2015). According to Janus et 
al. (2015), in the beyond-aid realm the importance of development aid diminishes while 
other forms of international cooperation increase. Furthermore, the goals of development 
are re-evaluated i.e. moving beyond tackling poverty and towards issues such as climate 
change and inefficient governance. Gore (2013) identifies four vital elements in the 
Figure 1: Received Gross Bilateral ODA by region in 2017, 161 billion USD in total. The category 
‘unspecified’ is used when the aid benefits several regions. Source: OECD/DAC (2019). Aid at Glance 
Charts. Available at <http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
data/aid-at-a-glance.htm>. 
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beyond-aid paradigm: (1) providing development assistance in ways that utilize domestic 
resources and attract FDI; (2) unifying aid policies so that they align with development 
cooperation objectives; (3) embracing new financing suppliers; and (4) broadening the 
international development framework including trade, finance, knowledge and 
sustainability towards more development-friendly landscape. Janus et al. (2015) regard 
the transformation of development cooperation towards beyond-aid as a learning process 
which could benefit the international community either by specialisation (development 
cooperation focuses exclusively on one challenge, e.g. poverty reduction) or by 
integration (development partnerships target multifaceted global challenges). 
Murray & Overton (2016) argue that in the ‘new mission of aid’ poverty alleviation has 
been replaced by the sustainable economic development targets which are often vaguer 
and less concentrated than the previous aid objectives and thus leave more space for 
global interests such as economic growth, investment and trade. Even though 
development aid has always benefitted the donor as well, the beyond-aid regime appears 
to explicitly focus on the interests of the donors and private sector more blatantly than 
before. The paradigm also holds several parallels to the modernisation era in 1950s –
1960s when donors invested greatly in building infrastructure (Murray & Overton 2016; 
Mawdsley 2017). Now following the example of China, which has vigorously funded 
infrastructure and energy projects to advance the means for the private sector to thrive, 
the donor countries utilize the manufacturers and suppliers from their own countries and 
thus direct a portion of the aid flows to them. This consequently reinforces tied aid 
agreements, which the OECD simultaneously encourages to abandon.  
All development actors, traditional and new alike, have the potential to work as a 
transformative force in the field of development to achieve equity and equality. The UN 
Financing for Development report (2018) notes that besides ODA and humanitarian 
funding, development flows should further concentrate on SDGs and increase the 
mobilisation of the private sector. The private sector has increasingly engaged in 
developmental activities especially through public-private partnerships and philanthropic 
foundations that have emerged in the 21st century, adhering to corporate social 
responsibility and similar altruistic activities (Banks & Hulme 2014). Even though profit-
seeking remains as the main agenda of the private sector, the activities can also foster the 
inclusion of marginalised groups by promoting democracy, equal access to markets and 
distribution of affordable goods and services. However, the growing role of the private 
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sector has raised questions about credibility, and whether the (new) development actors 
have truly aligned their interests to support the most vulnerable people as well. For 
example, in a study regarding Finnish private sector development actors, Haaranen (2019) 
found that the objectives of the private sector often clash with the development 
cooperation goals and the focus remains on business rather than on developmental 
impacts. Mawdsley (2017) contemplates whether the beyond-aid era merely provides 
another narrative of ‘creative destruction’ to the development paradigm, or could the new 
landscape produce long-lasting results with positive outcomes on livelihoods and well-
being. Mawdsley points out the nations’ burgeoning inclination to foster their geo-
political interests through the development cooperation with only little circumstantial 
evidence indicating the consequences on global issues such as poverty or inequalities. 
Thus, the focus of development should remain on the marginalized groups and inclusive 
social institutions to achieve a positive change rather than falling into the destructive 
thinking of favouring markets over people. As Banks & Hulme (2014: 189) argue, to 
generate prosperous developmental outcomes we should move towards “economic and 
social process that also facilitates redistributions of power, representation and 
accountability, and more inclusive social, economic and political institutions”. The role 
of the state cannot be overlooked, for governments lead the political, social and economic 
institutions and efficiently allocate the resources of the state. This premise also builds the 
foundation for the new, innovative landscape of development cooperation framework. 
However, it remains crucial to comprehend development thoroughly, i.e. over history, 
objectives, actors and institutions, to contemplate new approaches and solutions to the 
problems occurring today. 
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3. Innovation for Development 
3.1. Knowledge creation and innovation 
Studying the interconnections between economic growth, equality and poverty rates has 
been the focal point of the post-2015 beyond aid paradigm, with special interest in the 
role of markets and international relationships. The economy has been growing rapidly in 
the Global South for the past decade, most strikingly in East and South Asia which 
recorded nearly half of the global economic growth in 2017, followed by North and East 
Africa with a GDP growth of approximately 5% (United Nations 2018b). Also, Sub-
Saharan Africa achieved the GDP growth rate of 3.3% in 2018, stagnating slightly from 
the previous year. This rapid growth, along with the paradigm shift towards ‘beyond aid’ 
and free market-based, technology and science driven development cooperation 
framework has provoked a great deal of research about the impact of science, technology 
and knowledge in development (e.g. Lundvall & Borrás 2005). Certainly, the 
technological development and innovative activities have been fundamental for all 
economies alike in the past three decades. The world has transitioned towards a 
knowledge economy that prioritizes human capital, namely learning, knowledge and 
education (Powell & Snellman 2004). In knowledge economy, the production and service 
sectors concentrate on human capital-intensive activity that further advance the 
technological and scientific development. The focus is on intellectual capabilities instead 
of natural resources or physical assets. The knowledge economy is commonly seen as the 
latest phase of global economic development, often interrelated to the acceleration of 
information technology and industrialization (Lundvall 2016: 108–109). Because of the 
shift towards human capital-focused production, countries and industries increasingly 
utilized production to respond to the changing international competition (Tödtling et al. 
2013). The contemporary economic growth theory supports the notion that a solid 
knowledge base of an economy increases the rate of productivity (Lundvall 2004). 
To understand the knowledge economy, one must first define knowledge. In philosophy, 
based on the thoughts of Plato and Socrates, knowledge can be thought as an “individual’s 
own perception of a justified true belief” (Parikh & Renero 2017). In economics, 
knowledge represents practical or theoretical skills and/or expertise, or the acquirement 
(learning) and utilisation of these skills (Tödtling et al. 2013). Lundvall (2016: 136) 
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acknowledges four types of knowledge: know-what, know-why, know-how and know-
who, all of which contribute to individual’s ability to perceive world, learn new skills and 
apply their previous knowledge. In economic geography, knowledge creation and 
application remain a field of interest for it appears essential to understand the processes 
and resources behind different types of knowledge and how they allocate geographically 
(Lundvall 2004; Malecki 2010). In geographies of knowledge, it is assumed that 
knowledge spreads unevenly, and it often concentrates spatially in clusters. Even though 
knowledge is treated as an economic output or asset in economics, the production of 
knowledge differs fundamentally from for example production of goods and services 
because knowledge is intangible, individually interpreted and difficult to transfer. Two 
distinct modes of knowledge are identified: explicit i.e. codified/ written knowledge and 
tacit i.e. experience based knowledge (Jensen et al. 2007; Mahroeian & Forozia 2012). 
The common definition is that explicit knowledge can be shared from a distance and over 
territorial borders more effortlessly, whereas the sharing of tacit knowledge requires 
closer proximity and interaction between individuals. Both modes are essential in the 
knowledge economy and often appear simultaneously in the learning processes. 
There are several approaches to knowledge creation and sharing processes in the field of 
economics (Ibert 2007; Hautala 2011: 52). Rationalist approach, often appearing as the 
dominant one in the field of economic geography, regards knowledge as an object or 
possession, and knowledge is a process of production generated by companies, industries 
or regions. In rationalist approach, tacit and explicit modes of knowledge are treated 
rather dualistically. The rationalist approach often concentrates on the explicit mode, 
since in the rationalist framework knowledge travels when objects travel in material 
space. In turn, the constructionist framework views knowledge as practice, and 
knowledge is created through communities and networks. Knowledge sharing occurs in 
places where individuals engage in the processes of interacting and learning together, and 
tacit and explicit modes of knowledge exist simultaneously rather than as opposites. For 
example, Hautala & Jauhiainen (2014) research the spatial and temporal elements of 
knowledge creation and call for a deeper understanding of knowledge beyond the 
traditional relational-constructionist approach, for different conditions in space and time 
create different knowledge creation processes. 
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3.2. Innovation in geographical landscape 
One of the most essential outcomes of knowledge creation is innovation (Lundvall 2004). 
In economics, the 2018 Oslo Handbook by OECD defines innovation as “a new or 
improved product of process (or combination thereof) that differs significantly from the 
previous products or processes” (OECD/Eurostat 2018). Thus, in economics, innovation 
is traditionally thought as a new idea, product or process. Notably, innovation always 
requires implementation, meaning innovation only becomes innovation when it is put into 
use (Fagerberg 2005). Knowledge overlaps with innovation, and innovation leverages the 
creation, use and application of knowledge (Wangwe 2003: 77; Lundvall 2004; Cozzens 
& Kaplinsky 2009). Essentially, innovation adds to already existing knowledge and on 
the other hand represents the knowledge on demand, and the increased knowledge 
consequently promotes competence building, which is a necessary process for innovation 
to occur. Thus, innovation is a cumulative process that builds onto existing components 
and sometimes the results replace the existing products or processes – this Schumpeterian 
process is known as ‘creative destruction’. 
Traditionally, innovation was thought to be linear ‘process and product innovation’ model 
based on science and technology. However, this model has since been complemented 
with other approaches for many recognise that innovation seldom occurs linearly through 
research and product development, nor is it always science-based (Caraca et al. 2009). 
Thus, in economics, innovation is often divided into technological (product and process) 
and non-technological (institutional and organisational) innovations (Fagerberg 2005). 
After a Schumpeterian approach, economists sometimes classify innovation based on the 
improvements or modifications done on the existing product or process (incremental 
innovation), or whether the innovation is totally new and/or developed to replace the 
products or processes currently in place (radical innovation) (Fagerberg 2005; 
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen et al. 2008). Innovation can also be examined based on the source 
of the innovation: commonly, innovations are argued to be driven by a technological push 
i.e. research & development based new inventions and technologies to meet the market 
needs, or by a demand pull i.e. new products and processes developed to meet the 
consumer needs (di Stefano et al. 2012). In this study, I follow the knowledge and 
learning-focused approach to innovation that divides innovation into two modes: the STI-
mode and the DUI-mode. The STI-mode of innovation commonly refers to product and 
process types of innovation; for example, R&D departments of research institutes 
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applying science and technology in the innovation activities (Jensen et al. 2007). 
Researchers and developers apply their know-what and know-why knowledge to produce 
know-how, and often the information is further shared.  In this mode, the approach to 
knowledge and learning appears rather rational and the focus remains on the explicit mode 
of knowledge, for knowledge is argued to “spill over” from R&D activity and further 
spread through patents or products (Jensen et al. 2007; Malecki 2010). The DUI-mode of 
innovation, namely doing, using and interacting, is on the contrary based on the know-
how and experience-based learning, highlighting constructionist approach to knowledge 
creation processes and emphasising the tacit knowledge shared and created through 
human interaction and co-operation.  
In economic geography, the spatial differences in innovation capacity and learning are 
often underlined for several impediments restrict diffusion of innovation and technology 
(Schot & Steinmuller 2018). First, especially tacit knowledge often appears ‘sticky’, so it 
rarely diffuses freely over geographical or cultural borders. Furthermore, codified 
knowledge must be understood before applying it in practice, thus the acquirers of the 
knowledge need to have enough existing know-what, know-why and know-how to 
assume new information and skills (Jensen et al. 2007). Second, the knowledge absorptive 
capabilities of regions differ due to differences in education levels and quality or the 
opportunities of entrepreurship (Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Finally, technological 
change trajectory tends to be cumulative and it reinforces the already existing advantages 
that the regions have. Therefore, to continue the research on innovation, we must first 
understand the activities and actors that are involved in the innovation processes. 
The term ‘innovation system’ describes such interactions and geographical differences 
between knowledge, learning, development and growth (e.g. Lundvall 1992; Fischer 
2001; Jensen et al. 2007). Lundvall (1992) defined innovation system as “the elements 
and relationships which interact in the production, diffusion and use of new, and 
economically useful knowledge”. Fundamentally, the innovation system approach studies 
the flows of knowledge and learning to determine how different knowledge bases 
contribute to the innovation systems and modes (figure 2). Since institutions are often 
governed on the national level and the knowledge creation and diffusion vary socio-
ulturally, many innovation system researchers tend to use the term ‘national’ or ‘regional’ 
innovation system to highlight the geographical differences (Schot & Steinmuller 2018). 
Porter (1990) defined Clusters of Innovation (COI) which are concentrations of 
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organizations, businesses, universities and other actors that enforce the aggregation of 
expertise and specialisation. Engel & del Palacio (2009) build onto this definition and 
argue that COIs foster the mobility of resources, especially human capital, and enable 
global networks between businesses and communities. COIs are prone to start-ups and 
emerging businesses because of the level of mobility and increased development velocity, 
which in turn boost innovation and knowledge creation. 
In the narrow framework, the five main actors in the (national) innovation systems are 
governments, private sector and finance, universities, research institutions and other 
organizations supporting innovative activities (Feinson 2003; Diercks et al. 2019). The 
narrow approach to innovation system highlights the STI-mode of innovation and written 
knowledge, producing principally codified technical and scientific results in R&D type 
laboratory settings that base on linear innovation model. On the contrary, the broader 
innovation system approach includes all social, economic and political institutions that 
affect research and learning activities are part of the innovation systems. In the broad 
innovation system narrative, not only STI but also DUI mode of innovation is utilized and 
the knowledge producing network appears wider than in the narrow approach. Thus, 
several non-technological innovation processes are affiliated with the broad innovation 
system scheme, such as open innovation (Chesbrough 2006), shared workspaces and 
innovation hubs (Schmidt et al. 2014), living labs (Hooli et al. 2016) or user-driven 
innovation (von Hippel 2005). Further contradicting the regional approach to innovation 
processes, relational approaches to innovation and knowledge have emerged to explain 
the processes that do not occur in material space (Bathelt & Glücker 2011). Such 
Figure 2: Simplified illustration of the knowledge flows between innovation system framework actors, 
after Lundvall (2004); Jensen et al. (2007); OECD/Eurostat (2018). 
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approaches consider the virtual networks, changing working culture and new mobilities 
fostered by globalisation. The lines between territories are blurred when global networks 
of people and ideas travel over material boundaries, and human interactions are 
influenced by, but not tied to, time and space.  
Tödtling et al. (2013) argue that countries with prosperous innovation systems share 
similar socio-economic characteristics, such as robust knowledge creation foundations 
especially in the field of science, technology and business, high level of knowledge 
commercialization, along with good education system, flexible labour market and 
significant venture capital investments. Consequently, the spatial differences are evident 
when comparing innovation globally. According to the 2018 Global Innovation Index 
Report (Cornell University et al. 2018), all 20 of the global innovation leaders come from 
the Global North. For example, European countries have benefitted not only from their 
competent socio-economic structures but also from the close proximities of different 
innovation regions inside the continent, as well as utilizing mobility of inter-regional 
knowledge made possible by the free movement of labour and capital within the EU 
(Crescenzi et al. 2007). In the US, innovation appears more regional and occurs in spaces 
that foster R&D activities and skilled labour, hence for example the Silicon Valley cluster 
of innovation. In East Asia, the exceptional economic growth of the so-called ‘Asian 
Tigers’, i.e. South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Hong Kong, in the second half of 20th 
century drew attention towards technological advances for the Tigers underwent rapid 
industrialization and technological revolution between 1970–1980s and as a result 
became part of the world’s economic leaders (Kim & Nelson 2000). These countries have 
been followed by China and India that have been able to build successful systems of 
innovation based on production and utilization of advanced technologies (e.g. Lundvall 
et al. 2006). The African low-income or the lower-middle income countries have seldom 
made their way to similar lists of global innovation leaders and from this point of view, 
the development of African innovation appears rather weak. However, there are many 
opportunities arising from the Africa in the field of innovation, knowledge and 
development – perhaps the dominant innovation approach is merely too limited? 
3.3. Innovation in African context 
The African innovation systems are indeed drastically different when compared to the 
Global North countries. Only recently have African countries been able to increase their 
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GDP and productivity, yet there are inter-continental differences between regions in the 
acquired growth: Northern Africa has grown rather rapidly whereas Sub-Saharan Africa 
has remained the poorest region of the world (The World Bank Data 2019a). Many factors 
have stagnated the growth of in the region, such as the impact of foreign aid, high levels 
of poverty or the effect of colonial era that interrupted the domestic learning processes 
(Wangwe 2003: 78–79). In many ways Africa is a newcomer in science, technology and 
innovation and the science, technology and innovation processes are based on adapting, 
imitating or improving imported technologies. During and after the colonial period, 
science & technology policies in Africa manifested mainly in the technical departments 
of governments such as health care, agriculture or mines and industry (Lall & Pietrobelli 
2003). Private sector-led innovation activity remained limited, and many innovative 
institutions such as R&D departments were funded by the public sector. Moreover, the 
R&D laboratories in Africa have traditionally focused in agriculture rather than 
manufacturing, and the R&D activity was directed mainly towards problem-solving. 
Since then, the manufacturing sector strengthened especially due to increased FDI in 
SSA, however the impact on growth remained relatively small (Kraemer-Mbula & 
Wamae 2010: 66). Another stagnating factor has been the lack of economic integration 
and solid innovation systems within the continent, for most of the growing economies 
have been unable to attain the financial or technological transfers on their own and would 
therefore benefit greatly from more profound cooperation between each other 
(Hartzenberg 2011). Scerri (2013) notes that to create a dynamic innovation ecosystem in 
Africa, policies must be directed towards inter-regional innovation systems, economic 
co-operation and integration. 
In the future, Africa is set to face more socio-economic issues due to the rapid 
urbanisation and population growth that is estimated to reach 2.5 billion, along with 
challenges such as poverty and illiteracy (United Nations Economic Commission for 
Africa 2016: vii–ix). Thus, the African societies must find coherent, long-lasting solutions 
to achieve sustainable growth and change, and the innovation-focused development could 
perhaps be the path to positive transformation. We must contemplate, however, what are 
the circumstances that innovation-focused policies are to be applied in? The neoliberal 
innovation-focused STI-policies tend to dismiss the cultural contexts of African regions, 
countries and people and often overlooks the opportunities that innovation-focused 
policies in Africa could have (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010). Absorption of advanced 
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technologies also requires existing knowledge and human competence; thus, it is 
necessary to strengthen the knowledge creation processes prior to adopting high 
technology (Lundvall et al. 2003; Hooli et al. 2019). Attempting to implement new 
technologies onto regions that are not capable of fully utilizing them yet might in the long 
run create more harm than good. Instead of attaining the technologies and innovations 
developed in the Global North, the African innovation-focused development trajectory 
must concentrate on home-grown solutions that are specialised to meet the continent’s 
advantages and needs. Hooli et al. (2019: 2) notes three important characteristics 
important in African innovation development: (1) a need for demand-side driven, 
affordable innovations that could benefit the vast amount of people living in poverty, (2) 
a large aspiring market of young Africans that are progressively attaining digital 
technologies and (3) the increasing levels of education linked with the population growth 
will increase the need for new innovations and solutions that could eventually scale up to 
global markets. 
Considering the rich diversity of cultures and languages in Africa, as well as the existing 
innovation capacity of the continent, the DUI-mode of learning appears more convenient 
compared to the STI-mode for it utilises tacit knowledge i.e. experience based learning 
and human interaction more than the STI-mode of innovation and thus enhances the 
knowledge creation processes (Hooli et al. 2019). However, the STI and DUI-modes best 
work simultaneously rather than separately, and combining the local, tacit knowledge 
with external explicit knowledge could bolster the acquirement of new skills and 
technologies (Hooli & Jauhiainen 2017). Hooli et al. (2019) further identify four main 
actors in the African innovation development: the private sector, co-creation hubs, high-
education institutes and non-government institutions/civil society. The private sector 
innovation actors in Africa are often multinational corporations that develop high-tech 
supply-driven innovations, however the role of the emerging private sector and especially 
small and medium-sized businesses has increased. Start-ups and co-creation hubs remain 
critical, for they answer to local needs by developing demand-driven innovations as well 
as by applying local knowledge to the innovation processes. For example, Hooli et al. 
(2016) found that living labs as a form of co-creation hub appear to be an important 
innovative platform for local communities, for in the living labs local people can work 
together and develop meaningful solutions to everyday problems. NGOs and civil society 
actors are also important intermediary organisations that link innovation with the local 
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people, and for example many co-creation hubs are supported or run by NGOs. 
Furthermore, high-education institutes such as universities are important actors in the 
African innovation landscape for they enhance the knowledge creation and provide 
skilled labour (Hooli et al. 2019). Most importantly, universities produce high-quality 
research which currently is scarce in the region. 
The roles of local, indigenous and traditional knowledge, as well as the importance of 
informal and low-tech sectors in the African innovation system remains essential for 
considerable amount of knowledge and skills exists in these fields and because knowledge 
is often the main asset of social capital of the poor (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010; 
Gorjestani 2004). For example, agriculture remains as an important economic sector in 
the region, where its share of employment was nearly 50% in 2016 (African Development 
Bank 2018: 8–9). New markets, innovations and the relationships between public and 
private sector have changed the dynamics of agriculture, and a great deal of innovative 
activity in Africa is increasingly fostered in agribusiness laboratories. Kim et al. (2009) 
examine the ‘agricultural innovation systems’, a term that addresses the knowledge and 
innovation creating processes in the field of agriculture in order to add value, income and 
employment to farming especially in the rural areas where productivity has been low. 
Alongside agriculture, the ICT sector has been growing rapidly in Africa and various 
industrial clusters have emerged, mostly in cities or large towns. Oyelaran-Oyeyinka & 
McCormick (2007: 10–15) introduce several examples of these clusters, considering their 
different dynamics. The Otigba computer cluster in Nigeria or Lake Victoria fish cluster 
are examples of clusters that have developed ‘spontaneously’ in Africa through 
agglomeration of specific skills and now create a local knowledge base for future 
innovations and remain a vital part of the innovation systems in SSA. These spontaneous 
clusters have emerged without government support and continue to thrive, facilitating 
early-stage entrepreneurs and start-ups. There are also examples of so-called 
‘constructed’ clusters initiated by governments to foster business activity, one example 
being the Mwenge and Gerezani clusters in Tanzania.  
The technological change and innovation-focused development has undoubtedly played 
a role in the rapid growth of the countries in the knowledge economy era (Lundvall & 
Borrás 2005; Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Based on the Schumpeterian assumption about 
the creative destruction, innovation and knowledge creation can bring about positive 
outcomes in the long term, such as higher quality jobs or higher productivity. Yet, because 
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innovation trajectory and competence building are often cumulative, and technological 
change contributes to the unsustainable and resource-exhaustive mass production, many 
researchers have since pointed out the negative externalities of the dominant innovation 
paths (Cozzens & Kaplinsky 2009; Soete 2013). Scholars note that this development often 
appears inequal in the long term and benefit only small portion of population, excluding 
the rest from the accelerated well-being. Kaplinsky (2011) argues that in the dominant 
innovation approach, product and process innovation e.g. R&D, was principally utilized 
to target high-income consumers in the Global North to answer the ever-increasing mass-
consumerism. The development of new technologies has depended on the available large-
scale infrastructure, cheap energy resources and skilled labour. Scholars argue that the 
dominant innovation trajectory contributes to the ever-growing disparity between growth 
and development and innovation has perhaps become the very opposite of Schumpeterian 
creative destruction, and instead appear a part of the ‘destructive creation’ (Soete 2013; 
Chataway et al. 2014). Therefore, the development policies that apply innovation must be 
extremely considerate of the unfavourable development trajectories of innovation, 
particularly when the policies are applied in already vulnerable regions such as SSA. 
There are several approaches to innovation that aim to address the unfavourable 
externalities of innovation processes and forge innovation towards inclusivity and 
responsivity. The term ‘inclusive innovation’ emerged to reduce the negative externalities 
of the innovation trajectory and forge it into a tool for constructive and equal development 
(Johnson & Andersen 2012: 17–18; 41, Chataway et al. 2014). Scholars often incorporate 
inclusive innovation with the inclusive growth paradigm, in which growth is combined 
with social inclusion. This strategy is sometimes called ‘pro-poor development’ for it 
targets the most marginalized people and supports policies which mobilise the people in 
poverty and includes them in the economic activity. Thus, inclusive innovation utilises 
innovation for the poor and by the poor, contradicting the idea that innovation should 
always target profit accumulation. Grassroot innovations movement closely relate to the 
inclusive innovation narrative for it aims to mobilize the local communities to utilize their 
knowledge to create innovative spaces (Smith et al. 2014). Grassroot innovation appears 
as a response to the large-scale technology and science driven innovation models where 
marginalized groups are prone to be excluded. Inclusive and grassroot innovation 
approaches are extremely important when aiming for positive and sustainable 
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transformation particularly in Africa where the development objectives should always 
consider the disadvantaged people. 
The population growth and rapid urbanisation set several challenges that must be met 
with long-term, coherent solutions that can only be achieved with strong political will and 
adequate innovation-focused policies (Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Instead of replicating 
the often unsustainable, resource-exhaustive and inequal innovation paths often dominant 
in the Global North, the African innovation-focused development trajectory would 
benefit from context-specific and specialised innovation policies that support sustainable 
development and growth.  Thus, the ‘next generation’ of innovation policies that focus 
on transforming and changing the systems and societies to more equal ones should be 
thoroughly studied.  
3.4. Transformative innovation policy 
Recent innovation-focused research has further explored the transformative capabilities 
of innovation systems and processes (Kaplinsky 2011; Schot & Steinmuller 2018; 
Diercks et al. 2019). In the post-2010 era of development cooperation and the Sustainable 
Development paradigm, utilizing innovation processes to achieve international well-
being seems necessary due to its potential to shape the existing socio-economic structures 
(Cozzens & Kaplinsky 2009). The launch of SDGs was perhaps the most significant 
motivator for policymakers to perceive innovations as a potential solution for 
environmental or societal issues (Diercks et al. 2019). However, it is becoming evident 
that the socio-economic structural transformations are necessary to achieve genuine 
sustainable development instead of relying on the results gained by the technological 
change of industry (Chataway et al. 2017). As noted in the previous section, this trajectory 
of development is often expensive, relies on STI-mode of knowledge and technological 
transfers and appears resource-exhaustive (Kaplinsky 2011). These characteristics make 
the dominant innovation policies difficult to adopt in regions such as SSA that has only 
little resources and capacity to do so. Moreover, SSA that must now find sustainable 
solutions that can foster equality and well-being in the societies where the population 
growth rate, urbanisation, poverty and climate change generate several challenges.  
Whereas the dominant innovation system approach often emphasises the creation of new 
products or processes that support change, the framework appears too limited when 
strategic, long-term solutions are needed to transform the entire production and 
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consumption systems towards sustainability (Weber & Rohracher 2012; Schlaile et al. 
2017). Thus, the transformative innovation approach aims to direct the innovation 
system-based activity towards multifaceted socio-economic changes. Proposed by Schot 
& Steinmuller (2018), the transformative innovation policy approach aims to avoid the 
anti-developmental destructive creation path, and instead focuses on the transformative 
possibilities of innovation and knowledge. Schot & Steinmuller (2018) theorise that 
contemporary innovation policies aim for technological change of industries which can 
lead to, for example, designing electric cars with longer battery lives, following the 
incremental innovation path. However, the mobility system would still be dominated by 
private automobiles and the industry would thus remain unsustainable. Yet, in the 
transformative innovation framework, the innovation policies would be directed towards 
transforming the mobility system itself rather than transforming the vehicles per se, 
applying the radical innovation approach. Policymakers would instead aim for a system 
where public transport, ride sharing or walking and cycling become the dominant ways 
of transportation, whereas the significance of private cars decreases. Weber & Rochracher 
(2012) note that the transformative approach should remain goal-oriented, consider the 
production and consumer use besides the supply side of innovation, include wider range 
of research done also outside of the STI policy, and embody reflexivity to gain long-term 
results.  
The transformative innovation policy presents a new policy framework that considers the 
possibilities of innovation-focused activity and couples it with sustainable and inclusive 
development (Diercks et al. 2019). The policies that favour transformation appear to be 
increasing, however the transformative innovation framework coupled with development 
has been researched only little in the 2010s: Leach et al. (2014) examined the 
transformative innovation policy in the context of SDGs and emphasised sustainable 
innovation solutions initiated by grassroot actors and underlined the importance of 
policies and governance that favour such activity. Kivimaa & Kern (2016) argue that 
transitions towards sustainability require policy mixes favouring such a shift, and 
innovation policy instruments could drive the change in the policy mixes. Chataway et al. 
(2014) contemplated the possibility of inclusive innovation trajectory where the 
innovation activities could benefit the poor by empowering the bottom of the pyramid 
through pro-poor growth. However, this approach appears to be rather reorienting the 
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existing innovation trajectory towards poverty alleviation rather than suggesting 
transformative and structural changes.  
In the study on the transformative innovation policy, Diercks et al. (2019) compare two 
global initiatives, Mission Innovation and The Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate 
and Energy (GCMCE), which were born in the realm of SDG to drive innovative change, 
examining first the policy agenda of the initiatives and then the way the innovation 
processes are understood. When researching the policy agendas of Mission Innovation 
and GCMCE, Diercks et al. distinguishes to dominant agendas: economic and societal. 
Economic agendas often target private sector and economic growth, whereas societal 
agenda is often seen as the public sector benefits and other global goals such as poverty 
alleviation and fighting climate change (Kallerud et al. 2013). As Kallerud et al. (2013) 
note, these agendas should not appear as opposites but rather as a coexisting item, since 
in multi-objective policies such as the transformative innovation policy the ends and 
means are multifaceted, and economic approaches are often needed to meet the societal 
needs. Under the framework of the transformative innovation policy, Diercks et al. (2019) 
apply this division to differentiate the objectives and innovation approaches of Mission 
Innovation and GCMCE and study whether these programs fit in the transformative 
innovation narrative. To examine the understanding of innovation process, the actors, 
activities and modes of innovation of Mission Innovation and GCMCE are put into 
narrow vs. broad understanding axis (figure 3). Narrow understanding refers to smaller 
number of innovation actors (triple helix), emphasising supply-side activities and 
technological change, and STI-mode of innovation. In turn, broader understanding 
includes variety of different actors in addition to the triple helix, utilising systemic 
innovation activities and emphasising end-use domains, and involving the DUI-mode of 
innovation. Thus, Diercks et al. were able to research how Mission Innovation and 
GCMCE place in the transformative innovation paradigm and whether these projects 
suggest concrete approaches to the emerging policy paradigm. Acknowledging the 
influence and efficiency of this type of research, as well as its importance in the 
transformative innovation policy framework, figure 3 presents similar fourfold 
framework for the purposes of this study. 
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Since the transformative innovation policy present a framework that could, at best, foster 
sustainable development, it appears meaningful to consider it within the landscape of 
development and development cooperation policies to understand whether it could be, or 
even should be, applied in the development framework. The transformative innovation 
policies could be beneficial particularly in the fast-growing regions such as the SSA, 
however the mechanisms that affect the development policy paradigms are seldom 
explicit and rather occur dynamically in the ever-changing global development landscape. 
Before suggesting a new policy framework, we must first understand the history, contexts 
and mechanisms of such paradigms. 
3.5. Innovation in the development policy framework 
Activities fostering innovation have long been included in the country specific policies, 
often influenced by OECD (Lundvall & Borrás 2005). After the World War II, a 
breakthrough of ‘science policy era’ occurred when public investment was directed 
towards science and R&D activities. Science and innovations were widely seen as a tool 
for growth, and much like in the development as modernisation theory paradigm, Global 
North countries focused on enhancing industrialization, mass production and increased 
productivity (Lundvall & Borrás 2005; Schot & Steinmuller 2018). Consequently, the era 
of technology policies peaked in the 1960s–1970s when the Cold War drove the 
superpowers into the arms race, and growth policies concentrated on technologies and 
Figure 3: Comparative framework for the transformative innovation approach, after the framework by 
Diercks et al. (2019). 
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sectors. In the realm of neoliberal development policies of 1980s, innovation processes 
were incorporated into the technological change to enhance countries’ capacity to produce 
new technologies, which would then foster the private sector and markets. Innovation 
activities were then recognised as a part of official political strategies, hence the umbrella 
term Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) policy, which describes the strategies and 
actions governments undertake to improve their performance in these fields. Similar 
policies have gradually been adopted internationally; the African Union has only recently 
answered to the crucial need for coherent STI-policies that strengthen the innovation 
systems especially in SSA by establishing the ‘Science, Technology and Innovation 
Strategy for Africa 2024’ strategy (African Union 2014). 
The STI-policies have also been included in the development cooperation framework, 
earliest known as ‘Technical Assistance’ for Global South countries (Wilson 2007). 
Because the new beyond-aid paradigm highlights mutual interests between development 
cooperation partners, it allows the donor countries incorporate their own manufacturers 
and producers in development activities (Banks & Hulme 2014; Murray & Overton 2016). 
Thus, Global North actors have increasingly targeted development cooperation towards 
science, technology and innovation focused programs in the partner countries and regions 
like SSA to enhance the economic growth and competence building in the area, 
particularly now in the beyond-aid paradigm era that draws from the economic and private 
sector driven objectives of neoliberalism (Janus et al. 2015; Hooli & Jauhiainen 2017). 
Thus, innovation-focused development agendas appear to be at the juncture of innovation 
policy and development policy paradigms (table 1). 
Table 1: Evolution of innovation and development policy paradigms, after Hooli (2019) Powerpoint 
presentation: ‘Development policy 3.0 Towards Innovation focused development policy’. 
 Innovation policy paradigms Development policy paradigms 
1950 – 1990 1. Research & Development - New technologies, science & technology, mass production 
1. Modernisation & neoliberalism 
- Industrialization, technological change, free market, enhancing private sector 
1990 – 2010 2. Innovation systems - Triple helix, knowledge creation, competence building 
2. Poverty alleviation, MDGs 
- Aid targeted for health care, education, people in poverty   
2010 – 2. Transformative innovation 
- Structural change, societal goals, sustainability 
3. Beyond aid 
- Blended finance, rise of the private sector, innovations & technology for sustainable development 
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However, policy paradigms rarely occur explicitly one after another nor have clean-cut 
frames, but instead represent an evolutionary process where multifaceted policies co-exist 
and evolve (Hall 1993: 273; Schmidt 2011). Kern et al. (2014) note that novel policy 
paradigms emerge when the current, dominant policy paradigms fail to answer challenges 
or crises occurring in the society and thus new alternative solutions are required. As he 
global community is facing such crises now, considering the climate change or the global 
socio-economic inequalities (IPCC Summary for Policymakers 2018; The World Bank 
Data 2019a), thus the rise of the transformative innovation policy appears much-needed. 
Hall (1993: 273) defined policy paradigm as “a framework of ideas and standards that 
specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of instruments that can be used to attain 
them, but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing” to 
research the spaces, ideologies and frameworks under which policymakers make 
decisions and solve socio-economic problems. For example, the transformative 
innovation policy framework represents such a paradigm shift where innovation policies 
appear to be fostering transformative processes and understanding of broader innovation 
systems (Diercks et al. 2019). In the 2017 study, Chataway et al. comparatively analyse 
the innovation policies of five countries – Colombia, Finland, Sweden, South Africa and 
Norway. The study finds that each of these countries are showing movements from R&D 
and innovation systems approaches towards the transformative innovation paradigm, 
however the transformative innovation appears to be pursued by the R&D and innovation 
system instruments and the paradigms occur as layered upon each other. 
Nevertheless, including innovation in the development policies appears more a rule than 
an exception. For example, OECD promotes innovation as an important instrument for 
development especially in Global South and has launched a policy framework in support 
for innovation fostering decision-making (OECD 2012). United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) notes the importance of innovation especially in the context of SDGs 
and how technology and innovation fostering policies are needed to reach such ambitious 
goals (UNDP 2017). In 2015, European Commission introduced ‘Science, Technology 
and Innovation for Sustainable Development’ (STI4SD) agenda, which includes a 
framework in which “research and innovation policy and related implementation 
measures are seen as engines of a transformative agenda built around universally 
applicable sustainability goals” (European Commission 2015: 1). STI4SD offers several 
recommendations for innovation focused EU policies, such as focusing on building 
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innovation capacity, orientate STI investments towards transformative sustainability, to 
strengthen aid flows for STI purposes, and enhance coherent SDG supporting policy 
(European Commission 2015: 24–31). 
Even though the innovation-focused development trajectory appears promising, only little 
research has been done regarding the subject (e.g. Hooli & Jauahinen 2017). Thus, several 
intriguing questions arise regarding the subject: is the current innovation trajectory 
fostering ‘destructive creation’ as Kaplinsky (2011) or Soete (2013) suggest, or could it 
be turning towards inclusive innovation agendas (Chataway et al. 2014) or the 
transformative innovation process (Schot & Steinmuller 2018)? Moreover, it is one thing 
to implement innovation-focused policies domestically and another to apply them to 
development cooperation policies that target relations between multiple countries. Since 
this study remains rather novel in the field of development research, no clear-cut 
framework exists that would could comprehensively be applied in this study. Therefore, 
several aspects need to be considered when researching the complexity of innovation-
focused development cooperation in the Sub-Saharan African context.  
First, as noted in previous sections, African innovation systems and processes have 
different grounds than for example Europe does. Agricultural and informal sectors are 
essential for African production system, knowledge creation and innovations and many 
smaller communities benefit from local, DUI mode of learning-based activity (Wangwe 
2003; Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010; Hooli et al. 2019). Second, many African 
countries still rely on FDI and ODA especially when it comes to large-scale STI and 
infrastructure projects, creating a structural dependence on foreign funding and affecting 
the African innovation ecosystems (Scerri 2013). Finally, the role of the private sector as 
a development cooperation actor has been researched only little even though its role is 
increasing rapidly in the Global South countries (e.g. Murray & Overton 2016; Haaranen 
2019). It remains necessary to acknowledge these characteristics particularly in the 
context of this study that focuses on development policies initiated in the European Global 
North countries but applied in the Global South, SSA. With this premise, I scrutinise my 
research through empirical examples that contributes to the novel research of innovation-
focused development cooperation.  
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4. Research Data and Methods 
4.1. Case study 
To understand the dynamics, practices and prospects of the contemporary innovation-
focused development cooperation, I chose to research two European countries: Sweden 
and Finland. These two countries were chosen for several reasons. First, both have earned 
a significant status in the field of innovation and are considered a part of ‘innovation 
leaders’ in European Union (European Commission 2018: 8, 13) based on the innovation 
performance examination of EU countries measured with three-dimensional framework 
that includes human resources, attractive research systems, and innovation-friendly 
environment. Second, both countries have a long history with development cooperation 
in the Global South. Moreover, both have increasingly included innovation in their 
development cooperation policies and therefore enforced several innovation-focused 
development cooperation projects in their partner countries. This study targets 
development cooperation activity in Sub-Saharan Africa and therefore two innovation-
focused regional development projects, operating within this region were chosen: 
Southern Africa Innovation Support 2 (later SAIS 2) supported by Finnish development 
cooperation agency/Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and BioInnovate Africa (later 
BioInnovate) supported by Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 
Sida. These are not the only programs initiated by Finland and Sweden but considering 
the theoretical framework, they are extremely interesting and relevant. The programs have 
same similarities that allow a meaningful comparison and analysis: both are based on 
funding innovative activity and currently in the middle of their second phases. Lastly, I 
aimed to avoid exceedingly broad research data and thus wanted to keep the research 
discreet. Furthermore, considering the schedule for this study, it was sensible to focus on 
two countries to ensure an exhaustive analysis of the research data.  
This research represents a case study (Johansson 2003; Baxter & Jack 2008) for it focuses 
on individual cases of the innovation-focused development cooperation policies and the 
development cooperation projects of Finland and Sweden. With this multiple-case study, 
I aimed to explore the similarities and differences between the cases to achieve 
contrasting results that can then be set in the context of the theoretical framework of this 
study. Under these circumstances, the ‘cases’ appear extremely multifaceted, for I 
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researched not only the policies of each country in question but also the specific 
development cooperation projects. However, the innovation focused development 
cooperation policies remained at the core of this study and the innovation projects 
initiated in the realm of these policies served as empirical examples of innovative activity 
within a development project.  
Acknowledging the contextuality and risks of a case study remained important throughout 
the research: when working with case studies, some information inevitably gets left out. 
While making generalisations based on case studies remains under debate (e.g. Yin 2013), 
I followed the general assumption that case studies can be linked in the general discussion 
regarding similar research, especially because research targeting innovation focused 
development cooperation remains extremely novel and should be therefore examined 
through a wider perspective. Some empirical generalisations can be made with an 
adequate methodology and framework; however, these types of generalisations are not 
‘fixed’. In my study, the cases were analysed somewhat comparatively to consider the 
differences and similarities between the cases. However, since the development 
cooperation assistance capacities of Finland and Sweden are substantially different for 
Sweden has remained a major donor for decades whereas Finland appears as rather 
intermediate development cooperation actor, the aim of the analysis was not to scale or 
juxtapose Finland and Sweden but to rather simultaneously examine their activity through 
empirical examples.  
Few limitations regarding this type of case study must be acknowledged. Finland and 
Sweden represent only a narrow percentage of the development assistance donors and 
therefore cannot be fully used to generalise the development cooperation trajectory of for 
example Europe or the Global North – yet, since the development paradigms often affect 
the international political climate and thus the policymaking of the global community, 
some assumptions and conclusions can be made based on this research regarding the 
current state and future of innovation in development cooperation. Furthermore, this 
study does not cover the impacts or ‘success’ of the development programmes, for that 
kind of research requires intense co-operation and field work with and within the 
programmes and would therefore be beyond the capacity of this study. Instead, the 
analysis and results focus on the program strategies and objectives. 
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4.2. Policy papers and expert interviews 
The research data of this study consisted of twelve policy/position papers or project 
summaries, complemented with five expert interviews. The official documents were 
chosen as a research data because of their relevancy to the research topic (table 2).  The 
policy papers and program documents were carefully chosen and examined in the context 
of the theoretical framework of this study. 
Each document varied between 21 and 270 printed pages, was available online and 
accessible either in Finnish, Swedish or English. One document was only available as a 
www-page and thus had no printed pages. The official documents are often prepared by 
various government officials and other parties involved in the development cooperation 
 
Table 2: Official documents as research data 
Country Document title Published by Language Pages 
 - Kehityspolitiikan tulosraportti 2018  [Finland’s Development Policy Report 2018] 
Finland Ministry for Foreign Affairs Finnish 108 pp. 
Finland - Suomen kehityspolitiikka 2016 [The development policy of Finland 2016] Finland Ministry for Foreign Affairs Finnish 49 pp. 
 - Suomen kehityspolitiikan tila 2018 [The state of Finland’s development policy 2018] 
Finland Development Policy Committee Finnish 77 pp. 
 - SAIS2 Call for Proposals 2/2018 SAIS  English 23 pp. 
 - SAIS2 Summarised programme document and results 2018 SAIS English 21 pp. 
 - SAIS2 Call for Proposals 1/2018 projects SAIS English 28 pp. 
 - Sidas Årsredovisning 2018 [Sida annual report 2018] Sida Swedish 270 pp. 
Sweden - Support to Innovation and Innovation systems 2015 Sida English 23 pp. 
 - Policy Framework for Swedish development cooperation and humanitarian assistance 2016, 
Sweden Ministry for Foreign Affairs English 63 pp. 
 - BioInnovate Africa programme implementation manual 2018 BioInnovate Africa English 27 pp. 
 - BioInnovate Africa Programme Phase II: Second call for concept notes BioInnovate Africa English - 
 - BioInnovate Africa Phase II projects BioInnovate Africa English 22 pages (combined from individual files). 
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policy preparation and evaluation. Official development cooperation policy documents 
included recent information regarding the development cooperation policies of Finland 
and Sweden and they are published either by each government’s foreign ministry or the 
development cooperation agency. I chose three reports or policy papers from both 
countries each: Finland’s Development Policy Report 2018, The Development Policy of 
Finland 2016, The state of Finland’s development policy 2018, Sida annual report 2018, 
Sida’s support to innovation and innovation systems 2013 and Policy Framework for 
Swedish Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Assistance. Unlike Sweden, 
Finland is yet to publish a position paper regarding innovation policy strategy but 
currently it is included to a certain extent in the reports listed in the table 2. Through 
official policy reports and strategies, I examined how development and innovation are 
defined and understood in the context of each country’s development cooperation, and 
further considered the evolution and prospects of the development cooperation policies 
(e.g. Hooli & Jauhainen 2017). 
The development cooperation project documents included SAIS 2 project summary paper 
and BioInnovate Africa programme implementation manual, as well as Calls for Proposal 
papers and introduction of grantees from each project. The programme summaries were 
chosen for their relevancy and overall description of the projects, whereas the Calls for 
Proposal papers hold empirical information about the implementation of the projects as 
well important definitions regarding innovation and development. These papers were 
published directly by either SAIS, BioInnovate or their partner organisations. By using 
these documents, I was able to evaluate the role innovation plays in each program and 
furthermore how innovation is implemented within the programs, similar to the approach 
used with the policy papers published by the Finland and Sweden’s development 
agencies. By examining the already established projects funded by SAIS 2 and 
BioInnovate, I was able to gain insight about the practical work of the programmes. 
The research data was complemented with interviews. Interview is a common way of 
acquiring data for research and is often used in both quantitative and qualitative research 
(Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018: 87). Interviews allow the researcher to gather data through 
interaction with the interviewee. Interview types vary from structured interview to 
unstructured interviews and generally researchers use one of the three approaches to 
interviews: structured interview, theme interview or open (unstructured) interview 
(Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018: 87–88). Sometimes a combination of these is used. Semi-
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structured interview is often considered as a sub-category of a themed interview, for it 
holds more freedoms than a structured interview but leaves room for free interaction and 
additional questions between the researcher and the interviewee. For this study, I chose 
to use a semi-structured interview for I aimed to gather information on specific theme 
relating to the theoretical framework of the study, but I also recognised the opportunity 
of receiving additional, important information that might appear outside of the structured 
interview questionnaire. 
According to Bogner et al. (2009), interviewing experts remains a concentrated and 
effective way of collecting data especially if the researcher considers the experts as an 
epitome of knowledge of their respective field. Experts often offer the best access to the 
information and structures of the institutions behind them, and interviewing experts often 
allows the researcher to obtain good quality results in short amount of time. However, 
Bogner et al. (2009) argue that the information gained through expert interviews is never 
truly objective and must therefore always be adequately reflected to a coherent theoretical 
background by the researcher in order to analyse the collected information scientifically. 
I followed the systemizing expert interview approach introduced by Bogner & Menz 
(2009: 46). In this widely used approach, the interviewee provides information as 
objective as possible for the researcher regarding research topic. The expert is principally 
“a guide who possesses certain valid pieces of knowledge and information, as someone 
with a specific kind of specialized knowledge that is not available to the researcher” 
(Bogner & Menz 2009: 47). In this study, an ‘expert’ represents a person who is well 
familiar with the subject and interested in objective information and knowledge regarding 
the research topic in question. The interviews were very context specific so vague 
generalisations cannot be made solely based on the interviews, however the information 
provided by experts can be further linked in the larger theoretical framework.  
For this study I conducted five semi-structured expert interviews, and the length of the 
interviews varied from 38 to 57 minutes (table 3). To acquire scientific research data 
through interviews, I followed the common scientific guidelines on interview regarding 
the questions, keeping in mind the phrasing of the questions and the language used, and 
avoiding ambiguity or leading questions (Dunn 2010: 105). The interviews were semi-
structured, so as a researcher I led the interview but aimed to a natural flow of interaction 
between myself and the interviewees. I applied two different questionnaire structures in  
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Table 3: Interviews data sheet 
Interview reference code Organisation Language Length No. of participants Technique 
A1 Finland MFA Finnish 57 min. 1 Face-to-face 
A2 SAIS English 50 min. 3 Skype 
B1 Sida English 51 min. 2 Skype 
B2 BioInnovate English 38 min. 1 Skype 
C1 The World Bank Finnish 50 min. 1 Skype 
 
my interviews based on the expert’s background, namely whether they are working in the 
field of political affairs as advisors/specialists or within the management of the innovative 
development projects. The questions in both questionnaire structures were similar but 
focused either on innovation-focused development policies or innovative development 
projects to fully gain access to the unique expertise of each interviewee. All interviews 
were first recorded and then transcribed for further analysis. The experts interviewed 
come from various fields and have diverse backgrounds but are nevertheless all working 
in the field of development and/or possess knowledge about innovations in development: 
they are specialists, advisors or program executives. Some interviewees chose to stay 
anonymous and thus I only refer to the experts by their profession in the results and 
conclusions sections if necessary. 
4.3. Content analysis 
Content analysis is qualitative method tool used to analyse data such as text, images or 
videos through their content (Julien 2008; Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018: 117). The exact 
means of analysis depend on the nature of the research, but content analysis is often 
adequate to find recurring themes, different categories, relationships between the 
contents, and other essential elements from the research material. With content analysis, 
the research material can be described coherently and comprehensively, and classified or 
summarised effectively without losing the information it holds (Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018: 
117). Content analysis is always subjective, for it displays the researcher’s own 
interpretation of the subject (Julien 2008). Traditionally, there are three major approaches 
to content analysis: conventional, directed and summative content analysis. In 
conventional content analysis the themes or categories derive from the research material, 
whereas in directed content analysis the categories are based on the theoretical 
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framework. Summative approach differs from these two, for it is often used to focus on 
small parts of the data, e.g. single words, and then to create patterns based on the text. 
Content analysis can be either theory-based or material-based, however, these two 
approaches are not fixed and often overlap. Tuomi & Sarajärvi (2018: 120–135) introduce 
a theory-led approach to content analysis which combines both approaches and applies 
theoretical framework together with information gathered from research data. In theory-
led content analysis, theoretical framework creates a basis for the analysis, but does not 
necessarily define all themes or categories used, and instead research material is also 
applied in order to find important themes. In this study, I chose the directed & theory-led 
approach to content analysis.  
To analyse a large amount of diverse data, I used thematic qualitative content analysis 
(Kuckartz 2014: 74–89). This approach includes the construction of main topical 
categories (themes) followed by sub-categories, coding the data based on the established 
themes, and then analysing the data based on the categories. Since my approach to content 
analysis was theory-led, I constructed main topical categories along with the 
questionnaire used in expert interviews to create a solid theoretical base for both, the 
interview and analysis phases. Development studies framework along with innovation, 
i.e. innovation processes, actors, modes and types, remained at the core of the thematic 
area when constructing the analysis categories. The transformative innovation policy 
framework introduced by Diercks et al. (2019) also remained important throughout the 
analysis as a strong theoretical reference for it effectively couples development with 
innovation. The initial topical categories were (1) beyond aid, (2) development objectives, 
(3) actors of innovation, (4) processes of innovation, (5) types of innovation, (6) modes 
of innovation, (7) transformative innovation, (8) innovation policy, (9) benefits and (10) 
challenges. Each category included several sub-categories to further specify and 
differentiate the content. 
To enhance the analysis phase I utilized NVivo 12 software to organize and scrutinize the 
research data. I benefitted from the large set of qualitative data analysis tools of NVivo 
12, for example by efficiently coding the research data into categories, visualising the 
most commonly used words in the research data or by comparing the hierarchy of each 
theme within the data. The main categories, known as ‘nodes’ in NVivo 12, remained the 
same I established prior to the analysis phase, however a few subcategories emerged 
during the analysis – this is what Kuckartz (2014: 74) regards as ‘a second coding 
38  
process’. I first categorized the content of policy papers in NVivo 12 and then proceeded 
to the transcribed interviews. Then I compared, combined and evaluated the data within 
and between each category and sub-category to create scientific and relevant results. In 
addition to contrasting the results between Finland and Sweden, I reflected the 






5. Case Study Introduction 
5.1. Development cooperation policy in Finland 
Development policy is an essential part of the foreign policy of Finland. The development 
cooperation strategies and objectives are administered by the Finland Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs. The Official Development Assistance program of Finland first started in 
1962 in the realm of the Cold War, when development cooperation was extremely 
intertwined with politics and foreign affairs (Virtanen 2013: 23). In 1965, Finland 
established its first Development Cooperation Agency. At this time, approximately 90% 
of the ODA was directed multilaterally through the UN. The development cooperation 
policy of Finland has evolved through decades along with the development paradigm 
shifts and has often followed the international trends in the development cooperation 
landscape. During the structuralism and neoliberalism era in the 1970s–1980s the 
development assistance was primarily commercial and had its grounds in the Finnish 
expertise and technology (Laakso & Iso-Markku 2012). The common agenda was to 
promote development through growth, technological advancements and education. 
During this era, Finland’s development aid budget quadrupled, and the assistance was 
generally implemented through cyclical development projects.  
In 1975, Finland joined DAC and committed to meet the common target of ODA being 
0.7% share of the national GDP. The ODA momentarily reached the targeted 0.7% share 
of GDP, but the recession in the early 1990s later plummeted the Finnish ODA budget. 
In 1990s–2000s the global community started to re-evaluate the means of development 
assistance and thus the exports of Finnish technologies and expertise to the partner 
countries decreased significantly. In 1995 Finland became a part of the European Union 
which integrated the Finnish development cooperation agendas with the strategies of the 
EU, and the development assistance centralized explicitly to fewer countries. The 
development assistance of Finland remains multifaceted, and includes bilateral and 
multilateral cooperation, regional development assistance, as well as funding the EU 
development sector, NGOs and other international organisations such as the World Bank 
(Finland Ministry for Foreign Affairs [MFA] 2019a). Private sector has increasingly been 
included, most notably the development financier Finnfund that offers funding and 
assistance for Finnish businesses seeking to invest in the developing economies. Finland 
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has consistently targeted primarily Sub-Saharan African and Southeast Asian countries 
in its development assistance and the objective is to support the ‘most vulnerable regions’. 
The multilateral partner countries of Finland from SSA are Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania, 
Mozambique, Somalia and Zambia. The disbursements to least development countries 
out of the total ODA of Finland was 264 million euros in 2018 (Development Cooperation 
Statistics 2018).  
Currently, the implementation of development cooperation in Finland is based on the 
2016 Finnish Government’s Report on Development Policy, and these development 
cooperation activities follow the Agenda 2030 sustainable development goals. The 
Finland Ministry for Foreign Affairs states (2019b): that “the goal of Finland’s 
development policy is the eradication of poverty and inequality and the promotion of 
sustainable development”. Finland has set four priorities in its development assistance: 
the rights and status of women and girls, the growth of development countries’ 
economies, democratic and functioning societies, and food security, access to water and 
energy, and sustainable use of resources. The Minister for Trade and Development who 
runs the Ministry for Foreign Affairs for four years defines the framework for 
development cooperation in Finland, and therefore the Finnish development cooperation 
strategies are particularly prone to change after each governmental season (Hooli & 
Jauhiainen 2017); however, there is some continuity in terms of development cooperation 
for many projects and partnerships are set to run beyond the seasons and thus cannot be 
disrupted after new elections. Finland grew the development assistance budget 
consistently in the 21st century until 2015, when the development assistance 
appropriations decreased significantly due to the budget cuts of the 2015–2019 central-
right wing government (figure 4). 130 million euros of grant aid was remodelled to loans 
or investments that Corporate Social Responsibility-committed enterprises could channel 
to the partner countries. The appropriations have since increased, however the 
disbursements’ share of GNI remained at 0.38% in 2018. Finland has vigorously directed 
its development cooperation strategy to a direction that generates benefits not only for the 
Global South partner countries but for the Finnish enterprises as well (Hooli & Jauhiainen 
2017).  
In the context of innovation-focused development cooperation, Finland has applied 
innovation in its development policies and programs since the early 21st century (Hooli 
& Jauhiainen 2017). One of the first development projects emphasizing innovation was 
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Cooperation Framework on Innovation Systems between Finland and South Africa, 
COFISA. After this project, several similar projects focusing on innovation systems and 
knowledge creation were initiated between Finland and cooperation partners. During the 
beyond-aid era, Finnish development assistance has been increasingly directed towards 
private sector, ICT and business-oriented programs, including a recent innovative 
‘flagship-program’ Business with Impact (BEAM) program (Haaranen 2019). BEAM 
offers funding for innovative enterprises to co-operate with partners in Global South, 
highlighting the role of the private sector, loans and capital investment. In general, 
developing innovative activity and improving the knowledge society in the Global South 
has become much more apparent part of Finnish development cooperation strategy. 
5.2. SAIS 2  
Amongst the other innovation-focused development programs initiated by Finland, 
Southern Africa Innovation Support (SAIS) was established in 2011 to support the 
national and macro-regional innovation systems in Southern Africa (Hooli & Jauhiainen 
2017). The main objectives of SAIS are to inaugurate new regional knowledge-sharing 
networks, enhance human skills and capacity and establish institutions or operations that 
foster and reinforce innovation systems. The first phase of SAIS ran for four years from 
2011 to 2015 and successfully took part in launching macro-regional innovation systems 
and networks. SAIS was followed by a second phase called SAIS 2, a program chosen 
Figure 4: Finland’s Official Development Assistance (ODA), million USD and its share of GNI (%) 1980–
2018. Source: OECD (2019). Net ODA. Available at <https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm>. 
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for further examination in this study. SAIS 2 was launched in 2017 and is set to operate 
until 2021 (SAIS 2019). The Government of Finland has funded SAIS 2 with 8.7 million 
euros (MFA 2019c). Finland Ministry for Foreign Affairs administers the funds, follows 
the progress of the project and confirms that the regulations and procedures are complied 
with (SAIS 2019). The program currently operates in Botswana, Namibia, Tanzania, 
South Africa and Zambia. The ministries of the countries in question act as strategic 
implementation agencies (Focal Points) in the program alongside with FMA and The 
Secretariat of Southern African Development Community (SADC).  
As stated in the SAIS 2 website, it is “a regional initiative that supports the growth of 
new businesses through strengthening innovation ecosystems and promotion of cross-
border collaboration between innovation role-players in Southern Africa” (SAIS 2019). 
SAIS 2 aims to create networks between the partner countries and regions and focuses on 
early-stage businesses and young entrepreneurs and supports projects with a positive 
impact especially on marginalised people and excluded communities, and it aims to share 
knowledge and create networks between the people. The SAIS 2 Innovation Fund grants 
funds to innovation-focused projects, businesses and entrepreneurs that are operating in 
multiple countries to promote the networking between the regions. SAIS 2 has three 
distinguished project trajectories, referred to as Call Windows within the project, which 
each have a specific target: (1) to build stronger ecosystems, (2) enhancing innovation in 
enterprises and (3) inclusive innovation. Potential applicants are for example innovation 
hubs and labs, research groups, technology transfer offices, NGOs or private sector actors. 
In early 2018, the first Call for Proposals were made after which 12 projects received 
grants to support the project (SAIS 2 Call for Proposals 2018/1 2019). Funded projects 
include for example a regional open innovation platform project, a soil health advisory 
system project, a future education project, and IT & online training incubator for women 
projects. Even though these projects come from various sectors, they all focus on one of 
the three Call Window. The second Call for Proposals closed in January 2019. Because 
the activities of SAIS 2 differ from the activities of the first phase of SAIS, this study will 
focus on the second phase. However, since SAIS 2 is relatively new program as of 2019, 
there are some limitations regarding this study; for example, comprehensively 
contemplating the effects and influence of the activities of SAIS 2 before the completion 
of the project appears challenging. Thus, this study will focus on the activities and 
agendas of SAIS 2. 
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5.3. Development cooperation policy in Sweden 
Sweden has a long tradition as a major donor in the development cooperation assistance 
landscape. The official foreign assistance of Sweden also began in 1960s with a main 
target of reducing poverty and promoting growth in the Global South (Bigsten et al. 
2016). Swedish International Development Authority SIDA, now known as Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), was formed in 1965. Following 
the global agendas, also the Swedish aid was initially focused on infrastructure and social 
development of developing countries. Following the global development paradigm in the 
1970s, donor countries including Sweden re-established their agendas and under the 
realm of neoliberalism. The development cooperation agenda of Sweden remained to 
provide aid that answers to the need of the recipient, and the new sub-goals for 
development cooperation assistance were resource growth, economic and social 
development, economic and political independence and democratic development of the 
society (Bigsten et al. 2016: 3). From early on, Sweden agreed to reach the ODA share of 
0.7% from the GNI and remains one of the few countries to reach the targeted goal. When 
global net aid stagnated or even declined in the 1990s, also the budget of Sweden’s 
development assistance was cut (figure 5). Whereas the structural adjustment 
programmes in the neoliberal era had shifted the responsibility of implementing the 
development assistance away from the recipient, Sweden now aimed towards the 
recipient-focused assistance once again. Sweden then focused its aid increasingly on 
Figure 5: Sweden’s Official Development Assistance (ODA), million USD and its share of GNI (%) 1980–
2018. Source: OECD (2019). Net ODA. Available at <https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm>. 
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development aid projects and emphasised the importance of having dialogue between the 
donor and the recipient. 
Sweden joined the European Union in 1995 and it has been considered a major 
development assistance donor from early on (Danielson & Wohlgemuth 2003: 11). 
Sweden has been involved in the EU decision making process regarding the development 
cooperation strategies, and Danielson & Wohlgemuth (2003) argue that in many cases 
the country has been the forerunner regarding the development cooperation strategies and 
thus seen somewhat as an example for the other donor countries within the EU. They note 
that even though the EU membership has affected many practicalities within the EU, 
Sweden has nevertheless maintained their own strategies throughout the EU membership 
and the development cooperation agendas of the EU have had only little influence of 
Swedish national aid strategies. In early 21st century, influenced by the MDGs and the 
paradigm shift towards humanitarian goals in the global development cooperation 
landscape, Sweden increased its efforts to alleviate poverty and create better livelihoods 
in the partner countries (Bigsten et al. 2016). Sweden’s policies were composed by 
strongly following the MDGs and the effectiveness of aid was reconsidered within the 
policy agendas. In mid-2000s, a centre-right wing government tightened the control over 
development assistance and aimed for more clear-ended development cooperation 
projects. However, in 2014, a social-democratic/green government refocused the 
development assistance agendas within the realm of the SDGs. 
The Swedish development cooperation strategies are implemented by Sida which also 
governs most of the development cooperation budget – out of the 4.85 billion USD 
development assistance budget in 2019, Sida manages 4.57 billion (Sida 2019a). Sida 
operates within the Government of Sweden guidelines and currently follows the 2016 
Policy framework for development cooperation and humanitarian assistance. In this 
policy framework, the thematic areas of development cooperation include human rights 
& democracy, global gender equality, environmental sustainability, peaceful & inclusive 
societies, inclusive economic development, migration & development, equal health and 
education & research. Sweden has targeted to ODA share of 1% from GNI and has 
succeeded in doing so, excluding a temporary decrease in 2016, ranking Sweden as the 
largest ODA donor based on GNI IN 2017 (Gårdemyr 2018). Sida’s development 
cooperation remains extremely multifaceted and includes bilateral, multilateral, regional 
cooperation alongside with global partnerships with international institutions such as The 
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World Bank, The UN, NGOs and the funding the development cooperation of the 
European Union. Sida also creates partnerships with the private sector the civil society, 
however Sida defines these partnerships as ‘methods’ rather than distinct programmes 
(Sida 2019b). Out of the 33 bilateral partner countries of Sida, 15 are in Sub-Saharan 
Africa: Burkina Faso, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Kenya, Liberia, Mali, 
Mozambique, Rwanda, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and 
Zimbabwe (Sida 2019c).  
Sida has a long history of combining innovation with development cooperation, earliest 
innovation-focused starting in the beginning of the 21st century, for example BIO-EARN 
project initiated in 1998 in Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda to develop the 
countries’ capacity in agricultural technology and biotechnology (Sida 2012). Sida and 
the Sweden Foreign Ministry have acknowledged the role of innovations in development 
and for example published an evaluation report “Evaluation of Sida’s Support to 
Innovation Systems and Clusters” that covers a period from 1997 to 2011 to contemplate 
the achievements and negativities of innovation activity in Global South. Following this 
report, Sida has composed a “Support to innovation and innovation systems” position 
paper to define the vital elements of innovation-focused activity in development 
cooperation which will also be analysed in this study. 
5.4. BioInnovate Africa 
One of the innovation-focused development cooperation programs supported by Sida is 
BioInnovate Africa (later BioInnovate), a programme that supports “scientists and 
innovators in the region to link biological based research ideas and technologies to 
business and the market” (BioInnovate 2019). The objectives of BioInnovate include 
capacitating scientists, innovators, entrepreneurs and researchers to find bio-based 
research ideas, innovations and technologies that can be further developed in the markets, 
aiming to improving the livelihood of local farmers and communities. After the 
completion of the first phase in 2014, BioInnovate is currently in its second phase, set to 
run from 2016 until 2021. Currently, the partner countries engaged in the BioInnovate 
project are Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania and Uganda. However, the roots 
of BioInnovate trace even further back for it evolved from the Eastern Africa Regional 
Programme and Research Network for Biotechnology, Biosafety and Biotechnology 
Policy Development (BioEARN) that run from 1999 to 2009, which was a forerunner in 
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the Eastern Africa bioscience research. The Programme Management Office of 
BioInnovate resides in Nairobi, Kenya, where another co-partner International Centre of 
Insect Physiology and Ecology (Icipe) also operates. Sida is funding the second phase of 
BioInnovate with approximately 15 million US dollars (Icipe 2017a).  
In the first phase, BioInnovate program aimed for example to build innovation platforms 
on new technologies, increase production values and establish new bio-science 
innovation policies by granting funding and support to nine innovation-focused projects 
(Icipe 2017b: 7). The program highlighted regional collaboration and networking 
between scientists, public sector and private investors. These are a vital part in the second 
phase of BioInnovate as well, however now the program aims to increase the linkages 
between bio-science innovation and the market. Main objectives of BioInnovate Phase II 
are to (1) generate bio-science innovations that meet the needs of small farmers and agro-
processors in the region, (2) evaluate relevant policy options to support scientists working 
with bio-science innovation, and (3) establish BioInnovate as an independent NGO (Icipe 
2017b: 7–8). The thematic areas of the second phase include adding value to agro-
production, agro-business and agro-waste, and developing policies, capacities and tools 
that promote bio-science innovations to the farmers and agroprocessors. BioInnovate 
aims to create stronger base for the regional bio-economy in Eastern Africa by increasing 
the value of biological resources that in turn enhance the socio-economic performance 
and environmental sustainability in the regions (BioInnovate 2019). The second call for 
concept notes in the BioInnovate Phase II closed in early February 2018. Like SAIS, 
BioInnovate is also in the middle of its second phase and thus some limitations occur in 
the context of this research. Few observations can be done based on the descriptions of 
the first phase of BioInnovate, however evaluating the program results before it has been 
successfully finished remains inadequate. Therefore, this study focuses on the objectives 





6.1. The private sector and innovation in the development cooperation policies 
The increased role of the private sector in the development cooperation landscape is 
evident throughout the research data, not only in the development cooperation strategies 
but also heavily underlined by the interviewed experts. New funding instruments and 
means of co-operation have emerged and the cooperation with the private sector has 
expanded significantly. The common rationale behind involving more private sector 
actors is the demand for new ways of expanded funding to reach the development goals 
in the Global South. The assistance is noted to create new spaces and business models for 
entrepreneurs to work within in the Global South partners. Corporate Social 
Responsibility is underlined in the new landscape for it requires private sector to evaluate 
their impacts and thus work more efficiently as a development actor.  
The research data initiates that Finland and Sweden have taken a different approach when 
it comes to collaborating with the private sector. Finland as a development actor is more 
eager to explore the possibilities to engage with or facilitate the private sector itself, 
whereas Sweden would rather influence the framework in which the private sector 
operates. Finland has increased the funding of Finnish private sector development actors, 
and for example the development financer Finnfund was granted 130 million euros in 
2016 (The 2018 Development Cooperation Results Report of Finland: 17). The Finland 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs underlines that development must remain at the core of the 
development financers’ activity. For example, Finnfund has determined that at least 75% 
percent of its funds must be directed to the lower-middle income or low-income partner 
countries. Other Finnish private sector actors include the Business with Impact (BEAM) 
and Finnpartnership programs that both seek to connect Finnish companies with new 
partners in the Global South countries to create development impacts. 
“Several countries, Finland included, have started to strengthen their national 
interests and it’s extremely apparent in terms of business support and the meaning is 
supposed to be that when we fund businesses we advance development.” – Innovation 
specialist (A1, translated). 
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Sida has also committed to work with private sector partners but does not aim to prioritise 
Swedish businesses over other nationalities. Rather, Sida’s priority with the private sector 
lies on finding new efficient ways to cooperation or funding, and these strategies include 
for example Public-Private-Partnerships, blended finance, challenge funds that grant 
financing for entrepreneurs supporting sustainable development, or ‘Innovative Finance’ 
guarantee instrument that through which Sida issues guarantees to loans taken by early-
stage entrepreneurs in the Global South. 
 “I think the rationale for collaborating with private sector now is Agenda 
2030, and not that we should give them aid money to do projects, but rather to look at 
their value change, the norms and the rules and regulations that govern their 
behaviour.” – Innovation advisor (B1). 
In the new development cooperation landscape, science, technology and innovation have 
a special role for they are regarded to be the key drivers of growth. The role of innovation 
in the development cooperation policies has grown substantially over the recent years, 
not only in Finland and Sweden but internationally as well. The experts agree that the 
change has taken place rapidly over merely five years, and pre-2015 innovation-focused 
development cooperation had remained rather small scaled. 
“Suddenly over the past five years [innovation] has become mainstream and now 
it is hard to find a development financer that wouldn’t somehow fund innovations or be 
active in that field.” – ICT specialist (C1, translated). 
The research data indicates that Sweden has a more systemic approach to the innovation-
focused development policy than Finland. Sida’s innovation-focused development 
agenda becomes evident in the 2015 position paper which specifies the role of innovation 
and how innovation can be supported, and it further addresses the challenges that occur 
in the innovation-focused development paradigm. The paper (Sida Position Paper to 
Support Innovation 2015: 11) defines two major approaches Sida has assumed to include 
innovation in its development cooperation agenda: first by supporting the growth and 
enhancement of local innovation systems in the Global South, and second by supporting 
the research regarding the innovation processes and development. The Development 
Policy Framework Report of Sweden (2016: 7, 12, 32) further notes the social, inclusive 
and demand-side needs of innovation development. The innovation-support paper of Sida 
follows similar objectives (2015: 7–9). It also points out the need to assist research in 
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high-education institutes to increase the amount of domestic knowledge in the Global 
South to further advance the local knowledge society, and for example the role of the 
universities is particularly highlighted for they produce skilled labour and scientific 
research for the innovation systems to benefit from. According to the innovation support 
report, innovation is included in each of the bilateral partner programs of Sida and the 
support is directed particularly towards innovation clusters to enhance the innovation 
systems in the Global South, few examples being the Zanzibar seaweed cluster or 
Morogoro metal works cluster in Tanzania (Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 
2015: 11–13). Sida’s regional development cooperation also applies innovation, and in 
addition to BioInnovate, Sida supports for example BecA-ILRI research hub in Central 
Africa or The Pan African Competitiveness forum PACF. 
“Sida channels support to innovation through the bilateral, regional and 
international systems, to universities, research and innovation councils, research and 
innovation institutions, ministries and international organisations.“ – Sida Support to 
Innovation and Innovation Systems 2015: 11. 
In the development cooperation strategy of Finland, innovation remains more abstract. 
The strategy of Finland applies innovation mostly within Finland’s development 
cooperation objective number two i.e. supporting the growth of economies in the Global 
South partner countries. The Development Cooperation Results report of Finland (2018: 
32) remarks the role of Finnish know-how, expertise and investment when increasing the 
innovation capacity of a partner country in the Global South. Finland also accentuates its 
role as an important member of the global development cooperation community for the 
successful innovation-focused development cooperation executed in the past (The 
Development Cooperation Results report of Finland 2018: 34, 78–79). Besides enhancing 
the economies in the partner countries, Finland seeks to find new market opportunities 
for Finnish companies from the Global South partner countries and for example the 
BEAM program represents such agenda (Finnish Government Report on Development 
Policy 2016: 40; The Development Cooperation Results report of Finland 2018: 32). 
Finland also concluded an innovation-focused partnership IPP2 that developed start-up 
landscape and innovation policies in Vietnam that resulted in the launching of innovation 
activity within Vietnamese universities. In addition to SAIS 2, other regional 
development cooperation projects funded by Finland also appear to have innovation 
focus; The Southern Africa Network for Biosciences SANBio or Energy and 
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Environment Partnership Programme in Southern and East Africa (EEP S&EA) are both 
remarked to apply innovation. In the results report of Finland, Finland’s innovation-
focused development funding seems to be linked mostly with the private sector. For 
example, the Finnish development financier Finnfund facilitates such activity and has 
steadily increased its investment in the Global South during the past years (Finnish 
Government Report on Development Policy 2016: 41; The Development Cooperation 
Results report of Finland 2018: 13, 17). 
“Finland has made substantial inputs into the expansion of the innovation 
capacity of the private sector in developing countries, use of Finnish expertise and 
solutions, and the support of climate sustainable business” – The 2018 Development 
Cooperation Results Report of Finland: 32. 
Based on the research data, the most common approach to innovation are product and 
process innovations which provide a new product or solution in the Global South partner 
countries that are assumed to advance development objectives; particularly the Finnish 
development cooperation strategy as well as appears to focus more on the product and 
process approach. However, institutional or organisational innovations are driven through 
the knowledge creation and cooperation processes are very apparent in the strategies of 
Sweden. The development cooperation strategies of Finland and Sweden both emphasise 
the need to enhance innovation capacity and competence building in the partner countries 
(Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 10; Finnish Government Report on 
Development Policy 2016: 18; Sidas årsredovisning 2018: 99; The Development 
Figure 6: The main topical categories and most frequent subcategories based on the research data on the 
development policies of Finland and Sweden. 
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Cooperation Results report of Finland 2018: 32, 34), however after the analysis it is 
evident that the Swedish policy papers describe innovation in greater detail and include a 
multifaceted set of innovation actors, processes, modes and types (figure 6). This is 
mostly due to the detailed innovation-focused strategy paper Sida has published, as such 
comprehensive paper is absent in the Finnish development cooperation framework. The 
understanding of innovation also differs between the policies, for the Finnish papers often 
treat innovation as an outcome i.e. process and product innovation, whereas Swedish 
policy regards it rather a tool than an objective. Furthermore, in the Finnish development 
cooperation framework, innovation is set to arise primarily amongst the private sector 
where also most of the innovation capacity support is directed. The strategies of Sweden 
alongside with Swedish experts emphasise the all-around actor framework when it comes 
to innovation support.  
“When you talk about innovation, many times everyone thinks they’re talking 
about the private sector -- it can be involved but it’s not mandatory, so I think some of us 
are still stuck there and especially our partners thinking a lot about technological 
innovations and so on and [Sida] really want to push that it’s something else.” – Research 
advisor (B1). 
When it comes to the formulation of innovation, knowledge creation is acknowledged as 
a vital part of innovation ecosystems throughout the policy papers. Sida distinguishes 
means to advance the knowledge creation and the transfer of knowledge in its policy 
papers (Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 5 – 8; The Development Policy 
Framework Report of Sweden 2016: 34, 40–41) and Finnish strategy focuses more on the 
capacity building and facilitating innovative enterprises (The Development Cooperation 
Results report of Finland 2018: 30–32, 35). The support to small and medium scale 
enterprises and start-ups is particularly highlighted, for local businesses are noted to 
advance the prosperity and growth in the region. On the contrary, the modes of innovation 
appear not to be straightforwardly distinguished in the policy reports. However, the 
science, technology & research activity as innovation-creating process is especially 
pointed out, and technology and innovation as concepts are often mentioned 
simultaneously. The innovation support report of Sida particularly remarks the 
importance of co-working and human interaction, thus indicating towards the DUI-model 
or learning (Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 4–5, 8), whereas the result 
report of Finland indicates a greater focus towards product and process innovation e.g. 
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R&D activity and new business models (The Development Cooperation Results report of 
Finland 2018: 30). 
In general, gender equality and women’s rights are underlined throughout the research 
data; including local entrepreneurs and women into the value chain remains as critical 
part of development objectives and thus implies the usage of local, inclusive innovation 
(Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 8, 20; The Development Policy 
Framework Report of Sweden 2016: 32; The Development Cooperation Results report of 
Finland 2018: 24, 35; The state of Finland’s development policy 2018: 60–61). Finland 
development cooperation results point out the new opportunities women entrepreneurs 
have gained through the development advances; however, the activity is not defined as 
‘inclusive innovation’. Sida’s innovation support report straightforwardly defines the 
concept of inclusive innovation, and it consequently appears the most emphasised 
objective throughout the data on the development cooperation policy of Sweden. The 
report also takes note on the bottom-up approach and mentions both, informal and formal 
sector as innovation capacity building grounds (Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 
2015: 4). The policy reports of Finland do not straightforwardly demonstrate similar 
focus. Yet, several regional development cooperation projects supported by Finland have 
an innovation focus and thus have a positive effect on the regional innovation systems, 
which in turn is one of the Finnish development cooperation objectives (Finnish 
Government Report on Development Policy 2016: 36–38). 
All experts working with the development cooperation organisations distinguish 
challenges that innovation, technological change and digitalisation can create. The 
advancements happen extremely rapidly, and the experts note that research regarding the 
topic cannot keep up with the progress. If not adequately prepared to, digitalisation can 
bring about undesirable outcomes, and since the Global South countries often have 
weaker institutions and little resilience, addressing the consequences of digitalisation in 
the Global South appears particularly crucial. However, the most conspicuous challenge 
based on the research data is the disparity amongst development actors, policy makers 
and other entities regarding the understanding and definition of innovation. Private sector 
actors have often different perspective on innovation than for example governments, and 
sometimes the knowledge about innovation appears completely absent in the strategies of 
the public sector entities. The experts also recognise some unclarity regarding the roles 
the different actors, i.e. private sector, governments or NGOs, have in the field of 
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innovation-focused development. The experts that discussed about innovation in the 
Finnish development policy pointed out the absence of coherent innovation-focused 
understanding and definition within the country’s development framework. The Swedish 
experts did not pinpoint Finland amongst other countries but agreed that many of Sida’s 
partners have a somewhat narrow understanding of innovations, whereas Sida aims for a 
broader perspective. 
“Many other countries have defined the differences between enhancing private 
sector, international trade, sustainability and innovation support whereas we [Finland] 
haven’t done it at all and that’s why our field is somewhat chaotic.” – Innovation advisor 
(A1, translated). 
The weak innovation ecosystems of Global South were also noted to be a challenge. The 
unstructured markets and weak private sector, lack of financing systems, as well as the 
poor absorption capability to use new knowledge are identified as stagnating factors when 
it comes to the usage of innovation. Moreover, since the Global North innovation 
processes are not straightforwardly applicable in the Global South, the lack of solid 
understanding of innovation further complicates the policymaking processes. When 
concentrating on innovation-focused economic growth, the lack of research and evidence 
could lead to increased inequality and inequities between regions especially when it 
comes to technological development, employment and income. Thus, the experts 
determine a need for exhaustive research regarding the fundamental processes of 
innovation as a development tool, to deepen the understanding on the actual mechanisms 
of innovation processes. 
“There is a need for better information and evidence regarding what are the 
mechanisms affecting development, and in general what kind of investments and 
incentives are effective to advance development. – When developing countries are 
entering the innovation-focused economic development paradigm, it can actually 
increase the inequality between the growing cities and the countryside… So, there are 
many risks.” – ICT specialist (C1, translated). 
6.2. Innovation in the development cooperation programs  
SAIS and BioInnovate are both regional development programs targeting Sub-Saharan 
Africa, however the operative region of SAIS 2 is the Southern Africa whereas the partner 
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countries of BioInnovate are in the Eastern Africa. BioInnovate operates mostly in low-
income countries i.e. Tanzania, Uganda, Rwanda, Ethiopia and Burundi excluding lower-
middle income country Kenya, whereas SAIS operates in upper-middle income countries 
South Africa, Botswana, Namibia, lower-middle income country Zambia and low-income 
country Tanzania (figure 7).  Both programs have similar goals targeting regional 
integration within the African continent as well as increased innovation-focused 
development activity, prosperity and growth.  
When moving on to the development cooperation program level and examining the 
innovation-focused activities of SAIS 2 and BioInnovate, innovation appears more 
empirical than on the development cooperation policy level. Essentially, the objective in 
both programs is to support regional and local innovation activity to create new business 
models, products or new ways and tools of working that then foster employment, growth, 
social inclusion and opportunities within the region. This is achieved by funding teams, 
organisations or consortiums that foster the innovation-focused activity and meet the 
high-standard eligibility criteria of SAIS 2 or Bioinnovate. SAIS 2 offers funding to 
innovation support organisations that endorse new entrepreneurships, educate and support 
early-stage entrepreneurs or start-ups and create new regional networks within the 
Figure 7: SAIS 2 and BioInnovate operative countries with The World Bank country income classifications. 
Source: The World Bank (2019a) <https://databank.worldbank.org/data/source/world-development-
indicators>. 
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operative area. The most emphasised goal of SAIS 2 is to enhance the regional innovation 
system through new partnerships, cooperation and networks, however it also aims to scale 
and facilitate new enterprises and enhance inclusive innovation activity (SAIS 2 
Summarised programme document and results 2018: 5–6). The actors in the SAIS 2 
framework appear extremely multifaceted, for the funded organisations can be public or 
private actors, research and academia entities or civil society operators. To achieve 
regional cooperation, the organisation or consortium applying for SAIS 2 funding must 
include partners from at least two of the operative countries of the program (SAIS 2 Call 
for Proposals 2/2018: 16). Essentially, the main beneficiaries in the SAIS 2 framework 
are local, early-stage enterprises that need support in scaling-up, piloting new products in 
the markets or networking with new partners.  
 “The idea [of SAIS] is to network entrepreneurial organisations or 
organisations forming entrepreneurs, so they can share the best practice what they been 
done, they can put together new instruments that could benefit entrepreneurs in many 
different countries.” – Expert (A2). 
The funding method of BioInnovate is similar than the one of SAIS 2, for it also grants 
funds to teams with multifaceted spectrum of actors from private sector, public sector, 
research, academia or civil society (BioInnovate Africa programme implementation 
manual 2018: 7–8). Alongside with innovation, the main objective of BioInnovate is to 
enhance and support bio-based solutions that create value and new opportunities in the 
agricultural sector and benefit particularly the smallholder farmers in the region. This is 
done by developing new biobased products or technologies, incubating early-stage 
biobased businesses and enhancing the innovation ecosystem within the region. Like 
SAIS 2, also BioInnovate aims for regional integration and networking, and thus requires 
the funded teams to involve initiatives from at least three operational countries of 
BioInnovate (BioInnovate Africa programme implementation manual 2018: 14–15). 
BioInnovate has product and process-based approach to innovation because the program 
objective is to develop new technologies, products or methods that add value to the 
production and increase sustainable farming solutions or techniques. It also has an 
economic objective for the program aims to put the new innovations on the markets and 
thus attain revenue for the stakeholders. 
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 “The whole idea of Bioinnovate is that we can help Eastern Africa to 
leverage the rapid advancements in biosciences to add value to biological resources and 
contribute to sustainable development in the long term.” – Expert (B2). 
The objective to increase regional integration within the operative areas of the programs 
is evident in the research data. The rationale behind this is multifaceted and includes the 
efforts to enhance the regional economy, innovation ecosystem and cooperation, as well 
as to allow easier mobility of knowledge, skills, human capital and technologies. The 
research data indicates that the innovation production mechanisms are broadly understood 
in the operational strategies of both programs, and several innovation actors, activities 
and modes of innovation can be identified when examining the projects that have gotten 
funding from BioInnovate or SAIS 2 (table 4). 
Whereas the projects funded by SAIS 2 focus majorly in capacity building and knowledge 
creation, BioInnovate projects lean heavily towards research & development activities. 
This was noted already in the pre-analysis phase for BioInnovate represents a 
bioscience/agricultural innovation program that targets to improve livelihoods of 
smallholders whereas SAIS 2 aims to offer platforms and increase networking. Yet, SAIS 
2 also funds R&D activity and BioInnovate in turn aims to increase the understanding of 
innovation amongst the policymakers to create more functioning innovation ecosystem 
for biobased innovation solutions, thus ultimately the main objectives of the programs 
seem similar based on the research data, even if the means and methods differ. Research 
institutes, universities and the private sector appear as the most common innovation actors 
in the programs’ framework, however other actors such as the public sector, NGOs or 
civil society are increasingly included. Knowledge creation, networking and enhanced 
innovation system are recognised as vital parts of the innovation process particularly on 
the regional scale, however incubating and scaling-up new stage enterprises or 
researchers with valuable ideas are equally significant to reach the objectives of the 
programs. The modes of innovation and learning appear somewhat challenging to identify 
based on the program strategy papers. However, the projects funded by SAIS 2 often 
emphasise the co-learning, co-working and interaction as a vital part development, 
whereas the R&D focus of BioInnovate indicates towards the STI-mode or learning. In 
general, STI-mode and policies are more distinguishable throughout research data 
whereas the DUI-mode is only seldom described. 
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Table 4: Examples of projects funded by SAIS 2 and BioInnovate with a simplified description of the 
innovation actors, activities and modes within the projects. 
SAIS 2 
Project Actors Activities Modes 
Biotech incubator Entrepreneurs, start-ups, research institutes, science parks 
Knowledge creation, capacity building, co-working DUI-mode, STI-mode 
Digital open innovation platform 
Public sector, private sector, research institutes, individuals 
Knowledge creation, problem solving, business incubation, networking DUI-mode, STI-mode 
Soil health advisory service Farmers, entrepreneurs, research institutes 
R&D, problem solving, networking, product development STI-mode 
Economic inclusion incubator 
NGO/civil society, innovation hub, private sector 
Education, knowledge creation, human competence mobilisation DUI-mode 
BioInnovate 
Project Actors Activities Modes 
Insect-based agribusiness Private sector, research institutes Problem solving, scaling up, product development STI-mode 
Bioscience-innovation policy consortium 
Public sector, universities, research institutes 
Knowledge transfer, networking, policy building DUI-mode 
Improving smallholder access to biopesticides 
Universities, research institutes, private sector R&D, scaling up, product development STI-mode 
Technology to preserve bioproducts 
Private sector, universities, research institutes, public sector 
R&D, problem solving, value creation, product development STI-mode 
 
 “Knowledge exchange or peer-learning is a powerful way to share, replicate, and 
scale what works in development and connect practitioners to learn from the practical 
experience of others who have gone through similar challenges.” – SAIS summarised 
program document 2018: 6. 
“Innovation is an engagement, so close engagement with our partners is the key 
to the outcome of any innovative process that we take.” – Expert (B2). 
Innovation laboratories and hubs appear the most common innovation platform, 
especially in the context of local innovation. Local innovation and problem-solving based 
solutions are apparent baselines for both programs. Both programs have also identified 
the most critical demand-side needs in their respective fields, for example gaining access 
to entrepreneur support or developing more sustainable farming solutions. Thus, the 
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activities appear more market-pull and end-use driven rather than emerging from a 
technological push or supply side. However, the role of technological advancements and 
digitalisation is also noted in the innovation process, so there is evident synergy in the 
push and pull sources of innovation within the programs.  
Local communities as a major beneficiary group is apparent in the research data, for the 
program strategies emphasise the positive regional effects once the innovation-focused 
projects have successfully launched their proposals. Local innovation strongly unites with 
the inclusive innovation agenda, because in most of the projects the target is to mobilise 
and incorporate excluded groups that cannot access the growth and value chains. 
Applying local people and local innovation is reinforced in both programs by restricting 
the project eligibility to organisations and teams that operate within the partner countries 
of the programs.  
“For purposes of promoting local and regional ownership, scientists and 
researchers from international research centres and organisations in the region may 
apply only as co-applicants and NOT as lead applicants.” – BioInnovate Africa 
programme phase II 2019, Second call for proposals: 2. 
“The Programme emphasises actions that aim to impact the ‘Base of the Pyramid’ 
(BOP), enhancing the capacities of innovation support organisations to assist enterprises 
and other role-players to deliver innovation to socially or economically excluded 
communities and disadvantaged groups.” – SAIS summarised program document 2018: 
6. 
Both programs operate within the Agenda 2030 framework for Sustainable Development 
Goals (SAIS 2 Summarised programme document and results 2018: 9; BioInnovate 
Africa programme implementation manual 2018: 7). When considering the programs in 
the context of their respective supporting countries’ development cooperation policies, 
the activities of the programs appear to meet the objectives of the countries’ development 
cooperation targets. The innovation-focused objectives of the development cooperation 
policy of Finland highlighted the need to increase regional integration and networks, as 
well as to offer new business models and opportunities for local entrepreneurs (The 
Development Cooperation Results report of Finland 2018: 30–32, 35). The principles of 
SAIS 2 go along with these targets; however, the aspects of inclusive and local innovation 
are specified more carefully in the SAIS 2 strategy that in the Finnish policies (SAIS 2 
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Summarised programme document and results 2018: 7, 19). SAIS 2 supports 
entrepreneurship within the framework that resembles the second goal of Finnish 
development cooperation, enhancing the economies in the partner countries. Supporting 
women is crucial, and SAIS 2 takes specific note on the number of women working in 
the projects it funds (SAIS 2 Call for Proposals 2/2018: 17). This also serves the first 
thematic objective of Finnish development cooperation, the rights of women and girls. 
Environmental sustainability also remains as a specified objective of the Finnish 
development cooperation and the strategies of Finland note the role of new innovations 
when producing sustainable technologies or products (The Development Cooperation 
Results report of Finland 2018: 31). Since SAIS 2 also commits to support projects that 
promote sustainability for example in agriculture, it contributes to this objective to a 
certain extend (SAIS 2 Summarised programme document and results 2018: 9). 
Moreover, SAIS 2 aims to increase the research and available data regarding the 
economic process and innovation systems in the region, which is meant to assist 
policymakers and allow the replicability of similar projects in the future (SAIS 2 
Summarised programme document and results 2018: 5–7). Finland has set development 
cooperation goals that support the efficient institutions and governments (Finnish 
Government Report on Development Policy 2016: 14–15), and SAIS 2 offers valuable 
knowledge and data to fill such gaps. 
 “I think there is a fairly happy marriage between the goals of the Finnish 
development policies as well as the goals that the partner countries of [SADC] are trying 
to achieve.” – Expert (A2). 
Gender equality, inclusive economic development and inclusive societies are some of the 
main objectives of the development cooperation targets of Sweden (The Development 
Policy Framework Report of Sweden 2016: 27, 30), and as such, the inclusive innovation 
aspects of BioInnovate support the achievement of such targets. Furthermore, the 
economic and environmentally sustainable biobased products and processes that are at 
the core of Bioinnovate support the Swedish target of working in the environmentally 
sustainable framework of Agenda 2030 (Sidas årsredovisning 2018: 45). The innovation 
support report of Sida acknowledges the contextuality of innovation and the differences 
in the innovation landscape in the Global South countries by for example noting the role 
of both, informal and formal sectors, as well as agriculture and Clusters of Innovation 
(Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 4, 6, 11–13). BioInnovate aims to utilize 
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the immense amount of resources emerging from the biobased sector of Eastern Africa, 
and the program also identifies need to intensify the competence building and human 
capital in such areas (BioInnovate Africa programme implementation manual 2018: 7–8) 
and therefore provides a platform for an activity that Sida’s report calls for. As a regional 
program aiming for integration and regional cooperation, BioInnovate also conforms to 
the regional integration objectives set by Swedish development cooperation goals.  
The experts working with the SAIS 2 and BioInnovate programs identify similar 
challenges as their colleagues working in the field of policymaking and research. The 
experts particularly point out the weak and disordered understanding of innovation 
between different cooperation partners. Thus, they identify a need to deepen the 
understanding regarding innovation in development, especially in terms of the 
mechanisms and adequate incentives behind innovation processes as well as the actual 
impacts on development and growth. However, these are simultaneously the challenges 
that the program objectives try to confront and answer by providing more information 
about innovation as a development tool and by increasing the data based on empirical 
examples. 
 “Countries, institutions are struggling about what kind of incentives we 
should put in place to support or drive innovation in some direction. So that’s why we 
work with governments and see what kind of policy incentives we can put in place to drive 
innovation.” – Expert (B2). 
6.3. Research data and the transformative innovation framework 
Considering first the development cooperation policies on the broad-narrow axis of 
transformative innovation framework, it is apparent that the development cooperation and 
innovation policy papers published by Sida and the Government of Sweden represent a 
highly broad understanding whereas the Finnish policy papers leave a lot more space for 
interpretation and suggest a somewhat narrower approach (figure 8). 
In the Finnish policies, the private sector appears emphasised over other actors of 
innovation and the innovation process itself is linked with the private sector R&D activity, 
suggesting towards the linear model of innovation and representing a narrow 
understanding of the transformative innovation framework. The Finnish policy papers 
point out the triple helix i.e. universities, research institutes and the private sector as 
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initiatives for innovation (The Development Cooperation Results report of Finland 2018: 
31). However, knowledge creation processes and innovation systems have been included 
in the development cooperation policies of Finland which in turn indicates a broader 
understanding than merely focusing on linear model of innovation and R&D activity 
happening in the private sector. The economic agenda of the innovation-focused 
development policies of Finland is apparent in the research data, for the support for 
innovation is driven through the private sector, and the rationale is to support private 
sector actors such as early stage entrepreneurs and start-ups that in turn foster and boost 
innovation. This creates more opportunities in terms of employment, income and growth 
which then benefit the whole region; however, innovation appears to be rather an 
economic outcome or a positive externality rather than a tool itself. In the context of 
environmentally sustainable solutions, innovations appear a new sustainable outcome i.e. 
a new product or technology that could support the sustainable development. However, 
since the specific strategy paper regarding innovation-focused development is absent in 
the Finnish development cooperation strategy, the innovation in this context appear 
abstract as well. 
“Finland supports harnessing the new sustainable development supportive know-
how, technologies and innovations arising from universities, research institutions and 
companies.” – Finland’s Development Policy Results Report 2018: 31. 
The Finnish development cooperation strategies are particularly prone to change after 
each governmental season; however, there is some continuity in terms of development 
Figure 8: Illustration on how the development cooperation policies and programs could be positioned in 
the transformative innovation policy framework.  
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cooperation for many projects and partnerships are set to run beyond the seasons and thus 
cannot be disrupted after new elections. Nevertheless, the innovation-focused 
development strategies of Finland crucially need a more concrete definition of innovation 
and innovation systems to better determine the role of innovation in the development 
framework, especially in the long term if the transformative innovation policy is to be 
applied. 
“If [Finland] don’t commit to a long-term strategy to advance things and find new 
ways of working, we will remain at the current short-sighted stage.” – Innovation 
specialist (A1). 
In the Swedish innovation-focused development cooperation model, innovation appears 
as a part of both, economic and societal processes. The innovation support paper of Sida 
that emphasises the utilisation of actors from all sectors and fields of society; the triple 
helix actors are not deemed as the only entities that foster innovation activity (Sida 
Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 4). The innovation support paper further notes 
that NGOs and similar organisations have a particularly important role to work as the 
intermediates who translate the know-how and skills from one side of the network to 
another. Most importantly, the strategies and experts acknowledge the transformative 
aspect of innovation, suggesting towards extremely broad understanding of innovation. 
The innovation focus remains on the demand-side for the Swedish strategy aims to 
acknowledge the needs of the local people and utilise particularly the local knowledge 
and innovation to achieve sustainable results in all areas of development (Sida Position 
Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 7–8). The different modes of learning are defined in 
the innovation-support paper (Sida Position Paper to Support Innovation 2015: 8) and the 
DUI-mode i.e. learning through interaction is highlighted to be essential to utilise local 
innovation but also to understand and preserve the local culture. The importance of the 
informal sector is also pointed out. 
“Innovations take place in the entire society, and in low- and middle-income 
countries a large proportion of the innovations take place in the society and the informal 
sector.” – Sida Position paper to support innovation 2015: 5. 
The societal benefits of innovation are acknowledged in the innovation support paper of 
Sida, and the strategy reaches beyond the economic outcomes, supporting the societal 
understanding of the transformative innovation framework. The paper also indicates a 
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focus towards a systemic change through innovation activity (Sida Position Paper to 
Support Innovation 2015: 6), and this approach is further supported by the experts. The 
transformative innovation policy framework also underlines the long-term engagement to 
achieve concrete results and create meaningful change, and Sida has particularly 
committed to this approach. In the Swedish policy, innovation appears broadly 
understood in terms of using it not only as an outcome i.e. a new product but as a tool in 
a learning or knowledge sharing process.  
 “-- Acknowledging the fact that development problems are complex and there are 
no easy solutions, there’s no international best plans that can just be transplanted by 
donors, but rather something that you need to have a theory of change. It is essentially 
just a theory and then you test that theory against the sort of the context and if that doesn’t 
work you try something else and we don’t call that innovation, but it is.“ – Research 
advisor (B1). 
The development cooperation programs are somewhat more challenging to position on 
the transformative innovation framework for their strategies and objectives appear highly 
multifaceted. However, considering the variety of actors included in the activities of both 
programs, BioInnovate and SAIS 2 represent both a broader approach to the 
transformative innovation framework. Based on the program implementation strategies 
and the projects funded by the programs, the approach of SAIS 2 appears broader for it 
includes several actors from different sectors in the innovation activity, and further 
advances mechanisms that support the DUI-mode of learning such as innovation labs and 
hubs or other education-based solutions (SAIS 2 Summarised programme document and 
results 2018: 6, 8). Furthermore, SAIS 2 notes the importance of interaction and networks 
in knowledge creation, targeting to influence the ways people are currently working and 
interacting to create new spaces to early stage entrepreneurs to operate in. The projects 
funded by BioInnovate are based on R&D activity which often highlights the utilisation 
of new technologies and the linear model of innovation. However, the products and 
services developed by BioInnovate projects are almost exclusively focused on the 
demand-side rather than the supply side, suggesting towards a societal implementation of 
innovation and utilisation of the local skills and knowledge. The role of the DUI-mode of 
learning does not come across in the data considering BioInnovate, yet in the absence of 
field work and further study it cannot be ruled out. Both programs aim to contribute to 
the regional integration of African countries and economies in order to enhance the 
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economic cooperation, networking and innovation ecosystems within the continent. This 
implies a broad understanding on the innovation mechanisms especially by highlighting 
the importance of co-operation and networking in the regional innovation systems.   
Since SAIS 2 and BioInnovate are fundamentally development programs, the societal 
aspect is present in the strategies of both programs. The activities of SAIS 2 appear to be 
more on the economic side of the axis rather than societal for the program targets 
entrepreneurship and start-up support, however the growth in these areas is noted to 
benefit the local community in the long run and thus include the societal aspect as well. 
The activities of BioInnovate particularly target smallholder farmers that are in a 
disadvantaged position in terms of the economic growth and access to value chain, thus 
the demand-side directs the activity of BioInnovate to the societal direction. Moreover, 
both programs underline the local and inclusive innovation approaches, creating a societal 
focus for both strategies. Yet, since accessing the markets, increasing product value 
and/or building up new enterprises also remain at the core of both programs, the economic 
and societal approaches are extremely linked to one another and co-exist synergistically. 
The experts working within the programs also emphasise the need to educate the 
policymakers in terms of innovation-focused development, indicating towards the 





7.1. The synergy of innovation and the beyond-aid landscape  
In the beyond-aid development paradigm, new forms of international cooperation have 
expanded while the importance of traditional development assistance has decreased 
(Janus et al. 2015). In the beyond-aid landscape, the development cooperation targets 
mutual benefit between the partners and this approach is particularly evident in the 
development cooperation strategy of Finland. Moreover, the South-South development 
cooperation (SSC) has increased and further ruptured the traditional development 
cooperation landscape (Quadir 2013; Mawdsley et al. 2014). The results of this study also 
indicate that the development cooperation policies have transitioned towards a more 
multifaceted development cooperation architecture where the private sector has gained 
more foothold as a development actor, however the research data gives only little 
recognition towards the SSC actors as influencers in the overall development cooperation 
landscape. On the contrary, this study was based on activities of Finland and Sweden and 
therefore the research data does not focus on South-South actors. 
The beyond-aid paradigm also holds several parallels to the modernisation and 
neoliberalism eras when countries invested in transferring technology and infrastructure 
to the Global South partner countries, and when the private sector funding increased 
(Murray & Overton 2016; Mawdsley 2017). The beyond-aid paradigm and the STI-
focused development also have apparent synergy, for innovation activity has been 
traditionally associated with the private sector. If the political will and regulatory 
framework is adequate, the private sector offers new-possibilities in the Global South by 
for example increasing the funding towards innovations and sustainable technologies as 
well as by promoting democracy or enhancing the entrepreneurs’ access to the markets 
(Banks & Hulme 2014). In the low-income regions such as SSA the size of the private 
sector has been extremely small (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010; Hooli et al. 2019) and 
the region would  certainly benefit from the increased private sector capacity, particularly 
considering the characteristics of current demographic development of SSA where 
increasing young population, technical and digital change as well as the growing need for 
affordable demand-side products are at the focal point of innovation activity. 
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However, the negative aspects of the dominant STI-driven and resource-exhaustive 
innovation trajectory must be taken into careful consideration when promoting innovation 
through the private sector (Cozzens & Kaplinsky 2009; Soete 2013). If the innovation 
activity is driven by the supply-domain and focuses only to certain areas, the contribution 
to development remains perhaps small or in the utmost case, the economic growth might 
even jeopardize the development objectives (di Stefano et al. 2012; Chataway et al. 2014). 
On the contrary, the development cooperation strategies of Finland and Sweden both 
emphasise the partnerships with businesses engaged in the Corporate Social 
Responsibility that acknowledges the societal and environmental impacts of business 
activities. As Haaranen (2019) notes, this does not always guarantee the prioritisation of 
development agendas over profit-seeking objectives. Nevertheless, the CSR framework 
could at best set the private sector actors on the right path. 
Thus, understanding the risks of innovation-focused growth paths, the outcomes of 
mobilising the innovation through the private sector must be exhaustively researched to 
find why, how and for whom innovation-focused development cooperation is initiated in 
the first place. For example, as Haaranen (2019) also noted, the private-sector focused 
development cooperation leveraged by the Finnish policy often underlines the Finnish 
expertise, innovation and technology in terms of development assistance, much like it did 
in the 1970s–1980s (Laakso & Iso-Markku 2012). Not only does the STI-driven up-to-
down innovation trajectory often contribute to the destructive creation (Soete 2013), but 
also the technology transfer capacity in the poorest Global South regions like SSA has 
proven to be minimal in the past (Wangwe 2003). Thus, we must contemplate whether 
innovation in the Finnish development cooperation landscape is comprehensively 
understood as a part of development process or is it merely an outcome emerging from 
the private sector. The Finnish development landscape would therefore benefit greatly 
from a more detailed strategy that defines the objectives of innovation-focused activity 
and addresses the exact role of private sector in development. 
When examining the Swedish development cooperation strategy, beyond-aid and 
innovation, the landscape appears entirely different because Sida does not aim to finance 
the private sector directly or even to promote Swedish actors over others and neither is 
the innovation-focus tied to the private sector as strongly as it is perhaps in the Finnish 
landscape. The role of the private sector is well-defined in the strategy of Sida and it 
leaves no questions regarding the beneficiaries of the private sector-led development 
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activity: the focus remains first and foremost in the people and communities of the Global 
South partner countries. The experts note that the private sector provides an entirely 
different, often optimistic mindset to the innovation landscape that is sometimes often 
needed. However, the Swedish strategy appears particularly considerate on avoiding the 
dominance of the private sector for it sets clear boundaries for private sector development 
actors in terms of what kind of outcomes are expected. There is a strong will to utilise 
innovation as a tool for actors in all sectors, including the public sector, NGOs and civil 
society that work as intermediates in the knowledge flows between different actors as 
well as the local communities and people (Hooli et al. (2016). This approach sets positive 
prospects for the future that a sustainable approach to innovation-focused development 
cooperation is indeed possible if the proper operational framework is in place. 
7.2. Growth through stronger innovation ecosystems and regional integration 
In general, the innovation systems in SSA are acknowledged to be weak due to inefficient 
institutions, low technology and knowledge absorption capabilities as well as small 
private sector and the absence of financing instruments (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 
2010). Since knowledge creation, competence and learning are crucial within the 
innovation system framework (Lundvall 2004; Tödtling et al. 2013), and in the context 
of SSA, economic integration and networking are critical to enhance the African 
innovation ecosystem further (Hartzenberg 2011; Scerri 2013). The low-capacity regions 
such as SSA has specific innovation characteristics, and despite of the growing 
digitalisation and technological change, the informal sector (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 
2010) as well as agricultural innovation systems (Kim et al. 2009) are nevertheless an 
essential part of the innovation system of SSA. Regional integration enhances the 
relationships between the countries and eases the mobility of labour, capital, technologies 
and therefore also knowledge and innovation. For example, the European Union countries 
have benefitted greatly from the regional integration and sharing knowledge, skills and 
technology between different countries and innovation systems (Crescenzi et al. 2007). 
Currently, the level of integration in SSA needs improving and the efforts to do so have 
been enforced by organisations such as African Union and the South African 
Development Community. Also, the research data indicates that the networks between 
regions and countries are somewhat weak, and often the efficient products and practices 
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of one country are not making their way to another. Therefore, these conditions should 
be considered in the innovation-focused development support as well.  
The development cooperation strategies of Finland and Sweden both aim to enhance the 
innovation systems and regional networks in the partner countries, however the support 
appears to be directed towards different actors and activities. Based on the research 
results, the development cooperation strategy of Finland aims to enhance the innovation 
capacity of the private sector in the partner countries. Universities and research institutes 
are acknowledged in the strategy, but the concrete mechanisms that Finland utilises to 
support such institutes remains somewhat unclear and the advancements of the private 
sector is perhaps expected to eventually ‘trickle down’ to other sectors as well. The role 
of the private sector is undoubtedly critical in the efficient when supporting innovation 
systems and knowledge creation processes; however, the outcomes highly depend on 
what kind of actors and activities are supported. The high-end technical innovation 
supported by multinational corporations are not as effective in SSA as for example the 
bottom-up, local innovators such as innovation hubs and start-ups are argued to be (Hooli 
et al. 2019). The research data indicates that Finland supports the latter actors at least to 
a certain extent, since programs such as SAIS 2 or IPP2 in Vietnam involve local 
stakeholders such as early-stage enterprises. Also, considering the amount of knowledge 
and skills that exist outside of the formal sector in SSA (Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010), 
it would be sensible to expand the efforts to improve knowledge and innovation capacity 
beyond the private sector as well to support the innovation systems as comprehensively 
as possible. At least the IPP2 program supported by Finland in Vietnam provided 
assistance to universities as well, and the outcomes were positive based on the Finnish 
Development Cooperation results report. 
The innovation support paper of Sida highlights universities and innovation clusters as 
necessary components of the innovation systems. Universities produce not only highly-
skilled labour but also home-grown scientific research that both contribute to the 
knowledge assets of the communities and eventually to the entire innovation system 
(Feinson 2003). Clusters of innovation are extremely critical in efforts to enhance the 
regional integration for they enhance the mobility of human capital and knowledge 
through global networks involving other clusters (Engel & del Palacio 2009). The 
rationale to support clusters in the position paper by Sida follows these objectives for it 
targets to enhance the platforms for innovation and employment to emerge from. Since 
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COIs are particularly prone to facilitate start-ups and early-stage entrepreneurs (Engel & 
del Palacio 2009), they are extremely beneficial for the low- and lower-middle income 
countries (Oyelaran-Oyeyinka & McCormick 2007). On the contrary, Kaplinsky (2011) 
argues that technology, science and innovation concentrating only on certain areas could 
increase the inequalities between regions and lead to destructive creation path of 
innovation. However, Crescenzi et al. (2007) note that for example in the US the COIs 
leverage growth by supporting regional specialization that allows different regions to gain 
competitive advantage on certain sectors. Certainly, this approach requires more 
networks, cooperation and trade between the regions. 
The SAIS 2 and BioInnovate programs are remarkable examples of integration-increasing 
activity, but whereas BioInnovate operates mostly in low-income countries, SAIS 2 has 
several middle-income country partners and therefore the levels of integration capacity 
are perhaps not fully comparable. Nevertheless, since the mechanisms and outcomes 
relating to innovation systems and regional integration remain extremely context-specific, 
the best outcome is achieved when the solutions are forged into the local conditions. Thus, 
development programs with mainly local stakeholders should be prioritised. Since the 
SAIS 2 and BioInnovate programs involve stakeholders from several regions of the 
operational areas, the cooperation and networking enable cross-border transfers of 
knowledge, technologies and skills. Moreover, the focus of BioInnovate on agricultural 
sector is set to enhance the agricultural innovation systems that are essential in the African 
economies and regional innovation systems (Lundvall et al. 2003; Kim et al. 2009: 2–5). 
SAIS 2 in turn supports and incubates small and medium-size enterprises that contribute 
to the local growth, knowledge creation and thus eventually to the innovation systems in 
Southern Africa. The result reports published after the conclusion of the programs will 
most likely give an insight on how successfully the regional integration was reinforced 
through the programs’ activities. 
7.3. The critical role of inclusive, local innovation 
Inclusive and local innovation appear as a sustainable option opposed to the up-to-down 
innovation path for it takes into consideration the disadvantaged groups that are often 
excluded from the dominant innovation trajectory (Chataway et al. 2014). Instead of 
utilising technologies or solutions transferred from elsewhere, these approaches allow the 
local communities to contribute and forge their own development solutions and paths. 
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Focus towards local and inclusive innovation is indicated throughout the research data, 
especially in the innovation support paper by Sida as well as in the strategies of SAIS 2 
and BioInnovate. Inclusive innovation is always end-user driven and therefore answers 
to the needs of people rather. In the research data, inclusive innovation is highlighted in 
the efforts to support and include women in entrepreneurship, decision-making and 
research, but also by offering education platforms for unemployed youth or by developing 
affordable products that the smallholder farmers can utilise. Particularly the marginalised 
groups in SSA benefit from the local and inclusive innovation approaches on the grassroot 
level for they provide end-user solutions such as affordable products to the disadvantaged 
people (Hooli et al. 2019). Therefore, the innovation-focused development cooperation 
frameworks should prioritise local and inclusive innovation approaches (Johnson & 
Andersen 2012: 17–18). 
Agriculture remains as the largest economic sector in the SSA and holds enormous assets 
of knowledge in it (e.g. Kim et al. 2009). However, agricultural sector alongside with the 
informal sector are often excluded from the dominant innovation system framework 
(Kraemer-Mbula & Wamae 2010). Particularly the BioInnovate program dives into this 
topic for it utilises the biobased resources in the Eastern Africa to create prosperity and 
value to local smallholders. This allows the smallholder farmers to be included in the 
innovation systems and value chains, which leads to increased incomes and eventually to 
poverty acceleration. When the knowledge of the informal sector is increasingly 
incorporated in the innovation system it further benefits the regional competence and 
capacity in the long term. Incubating and scaling-up locally developed products and 
processes or local start-ups and entrepreneurs is crucial to expand the breadth of the 
innovation to allow it to reach more people. However, BioInnovate has a strong focus on 
R&D activity, therefore the STI-mode of learning and constructionist approach to 
knowledge are indicated. This approach is perhaps not the most efficient one considering 
the importance of tacit knowledge and DUI-mode of learning in the context of SSA (Hooli 
& Jauhiainen 2017). Although, it must be noted that the R&D activity of BioInnovate is 
extremely localised and user-driven, and it represents a bottom-up approach rather than 
applying large-scale transfers of technology and infrastructure. 
In turn, SAIS 2 appears to have a rationalist approach to knowledge creation and transfer 
(Ibert 2007). This is evident in the innovation activities initiated by SAIS 2, for the 
program reinforces the knowledge creation mechanisms by utilising the DUI-mode of 
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innovation, and by facilitating learning institutes and innovation labs that increase 
learning and co-working amongst early-stage entrepreneurs. Living labs and learning by 
doing is particularly beneficial in terms of local innovation because a region such as SSA 
with vast diversity of cultures, languages and customs benefits from the diffusion of tacit 
knowledge (e.g. Hooli et al. 2016). The SAIS 2 has several competence building aspects 
as well because it contributes to the incubation and scaling-up processes. However, since 
SAIS 2 operates mostly in middle-income countries, the applicability of the program into 
low-income or least developed countries must be carefully evaluated. Most importantly 
SAIS 2 increases the amount of research and data regarding the innovation-focused 
development that concentrates on knowledge creation and learning as well as to regional 
integration and local inclusion. 
The innovation-support paper by Sida includes several focal points concerning the 
inclusive, home-grown innovation. Supporting innovation in multiple sectors such as 
healthcare, education, sanitation and energy remains important in the Swedish strategy, 
and the innovation in these sectors is considered extremely bottom-up for the objective is 
to bring the local community together to produce solutions to the local problems – hence 
the innovation for the poor by the poor approach (Chataway et al. 2014). In the strategy 
of Finland, inclusion and enhancing the local innovation activity comes across as 
supporting gender equality and local enterprises. Considering how important the 
homegrown businesses and innovation is in terms of growth and development in SSA, 
Finnish enthusiasm to utilise of Finnish innovation, technology and know-how in the 
partner countries appears rather paradoxical. The two agendas can coexist, particularly if 
attention is given to coupling the local knowledge assets with the tacit or explicit 
knowledge base of the partner country (Hooli & Jauhiainen 2017), which is true in the 
case of SAIS 2. However, for example the BEAM project supported by Finland also 
incorporates innovation, but it appears quite different as opposed to SAIS 2 in terms of 
utilising primarily Finnish enterprises and skills (Haaranen 2019). Thus, two relevant 
questions must be asked: by whom is the innovation initiated, and for whom is it directed 
to? In case the local context is ignored and the (domestic) private sector of the donor 
country is prioritised over the communities in the partner countries, the development 
cooperation results get inevitably undermined.  
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7.4. Systemic change and the prospects of innovation-focused development cooperation 
In the future, the multifaceted in SSA such as the rapid population growth, along with 
digitalisation and technological change must be met with long-term, sustainable solutions 
(United Nations Economic Commission for Africa 2016: vii–ix). Ideally, the best 
outcome to address such changes appears to arise from the broad, societal understanding 
of transformative innovation framework (Schot & Steinmuller 2018). In many African 
regions the state capacity and institutions are following the commodity-driven, resource-
dependent path that is also dominant in the Global North (Oyelaran-Oyeyinka 2015). The 
rapid digitalisation and technological present numerous opportunities for SSA but might 
also bring about negative externalities if not adequately prepared to. Thus, the 
transformative innovation framework could offer a more sustainable solution to growth 
and innovation capacity building because it aims for the structural transformation that 
Oyelaran-Oyeyinka (2015) argues is crucially needed in SSA. As Weber & Rochracher 
(2012) and Schot & Steinmuller (2018) argue, the transformative innovation framework 
requires goal-orientation and determination from policymakers and this might be a 
challenge in Africa where the institutional capacity is often weak. However, the research 
regarding the framework remains novel and highly theoretical. Chataway et al. (2017) 
found that the global community appears to gradually shift towards transformative 
policies, but for example the innovation instruments applied in the new paradigm are 
similar to the already existing ones i.e. utilising R&D-based innovation or enhancing the 
innovation systems. Similar results are indicated in the results of this study: As the shifts 
in policy paradigms evolve in layers (Schmidt 2011), we are perhaps facing a transitory 
phase where the objectives of the transformative approach are increasingly applied in the 
innovation policies, but the definitive working methods and strategies are yet to be 
comprehensively defined. Yet, the research data of this study is too narrow to make 
generalisations about the development policy trajectories in SSA, let alone in the global 
development paradigm. Nevertheless, considering the characteristics of the 
transformative innovation policy such as the social inclusivity, sustainable development 
goals and the aim for long-term solutions, I argue that the approach offers a solution that 
guides the path of innovation-focused development towards a systemic change that is 
needed not only in SSA but internationally as well. 
73  
The Swedish development cooperation framework represents the broadest understanding 
of transformative innovation framework, based on the narrow–broad axis introduced by 
Diercks et al. (2019). Strong will from policymakers as well as goal-oriented, long-term 
development strategies are required to achieve large-scale systemic changes (Weber & 
Rohracher 2012; Schot & Steinmuller 2018). There appears a strong focus towards such 
activity in the Swedish development cooperation framework and it is also emphasised by 
the Swedish experts. Based on the research data, Sweden has a great opportunity to be a 
forerunner in the transformative innovation-focused development for the Swedish 
strategies have already broadly incorporated the transformative elements of innovation. 
The Finnish development cooperation strategy represents a narrower approach in the 
transformative innovation framework particularly when compared to Sweden, however 
in the absence of a detailed innovation-focused development policy, the analysis is based 
on the general development cooperation reports and the expert interviews. The 
development cooperation strategies remark the role of Finland to be an important one in 
the international development community and describes Finland as a vanguard amongst 
the partners and now such influence is extremely valuable considering the efforts required 
on the global policymaking level. To fully deploy such influential position, Finland 
should express reflectivity and respond to the changing paradigm of development 
cooperation by creating up-to-date strategies that address the roles of innovation and the 
private sector.  
When examined in the transformative innovation framework of Schot & Steinmuller 
(2018) or Diercks et al. (2019), the SAIS 2 and BioInnovate programs indicate 
characteristics from both, societal and economic approaches for entrepreneurs and 
businesses remain at the core of the programs, however the aim is also to apply innovation 
through new networks and platforms. The programs contribute to the much-needed 
database of transformative innovation by introducing new ways of working and by 
providing more experience-based research regarding the tools and outcomes of activity 
which can be replicated in the future. The programs involve local stakeholders and 
prioritise local knowledge over imported technology and skill, however regional and 
international networks are noted in the process. Most importantly, the programs also 
target to influence the policymakers and societal structures to create more innovation-
friendly spaces.  
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The common objective arising from the research data is to initiate a structural change to 
transform the partner countries’ societies to knowledge economies with enhanced 
industrial and private sectors. There is a strong focus towards developing demand-side 
products and processes as a mean to solve the challenges in the partner countries. These 
are beneficial solutions especially when inclusive and local innovation is applied, but if 
the systemic change is primarily economic growth driven it might bring about several 
negative externalities as well. Thus, the development cooperation actors must remain 
extremely cautious about the effects of the supply-side driven and resource-exhaustive 
innovation trajectory, particularly in the beyond-aid landscape that emphasises mutual 
benefit, the private sector and economic growth (Cozzens & Kaplinsky 2009; Soete 2013; 
Quadir 2013; Mawdsley et al. 2014). Moreover, structural change rarely happens rapidly 
particularly when the objective is to transform entire societal systems, and it is certainly 
never easy to execute through politics and strategies when the dominant trajectories are 
directing the development paths to a different direction. The global community certainly 
needs not only resources and adequate policies but also immense amount of determination 
to achieve such ambitious objectives. 
Innovation offers many possibilities in the development landscape, but as noted, there are 
several pitfalls as well. Fundamentally innovation is a process, a tool or a product, not an 
uncontrollable natural force. Thus, the convenience of it depends a lot upon the objectives 
and goals that are set to be achieved with the innovation-focused activity. The innovation-
focused policies play a crucial part because essentially the strategies determine the paths 
innovation directs to, and the best outcomes require strong political will and long-term 
commitment. Therefore, I propose that research regarding innovation must 
unquestionably be appreciated and increased. Particularly the policymakers must access 
the said research so that they can comprehensively understand the possibilities and 
challenges of the innovation-focused development. It is evidently fruitless to incorporate 
innovation that contributes to unsustainable economy or excludes the most marginalised 
groups that are supposed to benefit from the development cooperation. Quite 
paradoxically, the research regarding innovation should be an innovative process that 
involves variety of actors from all sectors of the innovation system, from local 
communities to international entities.  




With this study, I aimed to contribute to the novel research regarding the role of 
innovation in the contemporary development cooperation framework by researching how 
innovation is incorporated in the development cooperation policies of Finland and 
Sweden, and furthermore in the Sub-Saharan African development cooperation programs 
supported by the two. With a comprehensive theoretical framework, I was able to consider 
the understanding of innovation in the development cooperation strategies and determine 
the approaches, benefits and challenges surrounding the innovation-focused development 
in Sub-Saharan African landscape. Moreover, I considered the possibilities of the 
transformative innovation framework by inserting my research data into similar context.  
To answer the first research questions, I conclude that innovation has rapidly become a 
part of the contemporary development cooperation landscape. Considering the rapid 
societal changes happening in Sub-Saharan Africa, innovation-focused trajectory could 
benefit not only the economic growth in the region but the inclusion of the marginalised 
people as well if the innovation trajectory is specialised in the context of African societies. 
Generally, innovation is seen as a tool or outcome to advance development; however, the 
framework has broadened to include variety of activities beyond the product and process 
innovation, as well as actors from civil society and NGOs to universities and public sector 
institutes. The approaches of Finland and Sweden differ regarding how innovation is 
incorporated within the development cooperation strategies of the two countries. 
Generally, both countries aim to enhance the innovation capacity and systems in their 
partner countries. However, the approach of Sweden is broader than Finland’s for it does 
not prioritise the private sector as a leader in the innovation activity, whereas in the 
Finnish framework innovation is strongly coupled with the private sector or research 
institutes. The innovation-focused framework of Sweden is more detailed because of the 
innovation-support paper published by Sida, and the development cooperation framework 
of Finland would most likely benefit from similar publication.  
I examined two innovation-focused development programs, SAIS 2 and BioInnovate 
Africa, supported by Finland and Sweden respectively. Answering the research questions 
of the second thematic area, I found that innovation is comprehensively incorporated in 
the programs through variety of actors, activities and modes of innovation. SAIS 2 
particularly targets to support early-stage entrepreneurs through knowledge creation, 
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incubation, networking and inclusive innovation. BioInnovate aims to fully utilise the 
biobased resources of Eastern Africa through R&D targeting sustainable and accessible 
products that the local smallholder farmers could benefit from, eventually contributing to 
poverty alleviation and better livelihoods. Local and inclusive innovation is the key to 
achieve sustainable development results because they involve and mobilise the local 
stakeholders and communities that often call for low-end, inclusive innovations to match 
their needs. Both programs also emphasise the need to increase the regional integration 
in SSA to enhance the regional innovation systems and networks. The programs respond 
well to the innovation-focused development objectives of Finland and Sweden and often 
go beyond the objectives set in their respective countries’ strategies. 
I then considered the risks of dominant innovation trajectory and contemplated whether 
the transformative innovation framework offers a more sustainable alternative compared 
to the often resource-exhaustive and exclusive innovation path. Answering final research 
questions, I agree with the assumption presented in the theoretical framework that when 
the understanding of innovation is broad, the focus is on societal benefits. With strong 
political will as well as adequate policies in place, the transformative innovation 
framework advances the development objectives. Yet, the understanding of innovation 
amongst the innovation actors is often scattered and there is a need for science-based 
information regarding innovation as a development tool. Based on the research data, the 
development cooperation policy of Sweden represents the broadest and societally focused 
approach to innovation. Also the strategies of Finland as well as SAIS 2 and BioInnovate 
indicate that they have incorporated instruments that correspond to the broad and societal 
approach. However, the research regarding the matter remains novel and the study results 
are highly theoretical. Thus, I conclude that the mechanisms of innovation as well as the 
possibilities of the transformative innovation policy should be exhaustively researched in 
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